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EXCHEQUER  OF  PLEAS,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV. 


MEMORANDA. 

xN  the  early  part  of  this  term,  died  the  Right  Honorable     ^  ^^^' 
Charles,  Lord  Tenierden,  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court 
of  King*s  Bencht  having  presided  in  that  Court  since  No- 
vember, 1818. 

He  was  succeeded  by  Sir  Thomas  Denman,  Knight,  his 
Majesty's  Attorney-General,  who  was  called  to  the  degree 
6f  Serjeant-^at-Law,  "and  gave  rings  with  the  motto — **  Lex 
omtnbus  una;*"  and,  on  the  8tb  day  of  November,  was  sworn 
into  his  office,  before  the  Lord  High  Chancellor,  and  took 
bis  seat  on  the  bench  on  the  following  day. 

Sir  William  Home,  Solicitor-General  to  his  Majesty, 
succeeded  to  the  office  of  Attorney-General ;  and  John 
Campbell,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esquire,  one  of  his  Majesty's 
Counsel,  was  appointed  Solicitor-General  to  his  Majesty, 
and  was  knighted. 

On  the  first  day  of  this  term,   John  Beames,  Robert 

VOL.  I.  B 


REGULJE  OENERALES, 

Mounsey  Rolfe,  and  Clement  Tudway  Swanston^  of  Lin- 
coln's Inn,  Esquires^  and  Henry  Hall  Joy^  of  the  Inner 
Temple,  Esquire,  having  been^  during  the  preceding  vaca- 
tion, appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  Law, 
were  called  within  the  bar,  and  took  their  seats  accord- 
ingly. 


REGULiE  GENERALES. 


Writ  to  contain 
the  name  of  all 
the  defendants 
in  the  aclion. 


I. 

It  is  ORDERED,  That  every  writ  of  summons,  capias, 
and  detainer  J  shall  contain  the  names  of  all  the  defendants, 
(if  more  than  one),  in  the  action;  and  shall  not  contain  the 
name  or  names  of  any  defendant  or  defendants  in  more 
actions  than  one  (a). 


Frcs- 


2.   It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  following  fees 
shall  be  taken : — 


For  signing  all  writs  for  compelling  an  appear- 
ance, whether  of  summons,  distringas,  ca- 
pias,  or  detainer,  whether  the  same  shall  be 
the  first  writ  or  an  alias  or  pluries  writ,  and 
whether  the  same  shall  issue  into  the  same 
county  as  the  preceding  writ,  or  into  a  differ- 
ent county 0 

For  sealing  the  same 0 

For  entering  an  appearance  for  every  defendant.     0 
Unless  an  appearance  shall  be  entered  for  more 
than  one  defendant  by  the  same  attorney,  and 
in  that  case  for  every  additional  defendant.  •     0 


2 

6 

0 

7 

1 

0 

0    4 


Day  of  service         3.  It  IS  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  the  person  serving  a 

{a)  These  rules  arc  made  in  pursuance  of  the  stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  39, 
«.  14- 
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writ  of  eumnionB  shall,  within  three  days  at  least  after  such  ■"  ^  in>ioncd 
service,  indorse  on  such  writ  the  day  of  the  week  and  month 
of  such  service,  otherwise  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  at  li- 
berty to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant  according 
to  the  statute;  and  every  affidavit  upon  vhich  such  an  ap- 
pearance shall  be  entered  shall  mention  the  day  on  which 
such  indorsement  was  made. 

4.  It  IS  FUBTHER  ORDERED,  That  the  Sheriff  or  other  Dajafeiecu- 
of&cer  or  person  to  whom  any  writ  of  ra/ittu  shall  be  direct-  jorMd  on  co- 
ed, or  who  shall  have  the  execution  and  return  thereof,  p*"- 
shall,  within  six  days  at  the  least  after  the  execution  there- 
of, whether  by  service  or  arrest,  indorse  on  sucli  writ  the 

true  day  of  the  execution  thereof,  and,  in  default  thereof, 
shall  be  liable  in  a  summary  way  to  make  such  compensa- 
tion for  any  damage  which  may  result  from  bis  neglect,  as 
the  Court  or  a  Judge  shall  direct. 

5.  It  is  further  obuered.  That  R.  2  of  H.  T.  IS^S  Ruie2,H.  t. 
shall  be  applicable  to  all  writs  of  summons,  dUlrhgas,  ca-  ""'w'^';-"'''' 
piati  and  detainer,  issued  under  the  authority  of  the  said 

act,  and  to  the  copy  of  every  such  vrit{a), 

6.  It  IS  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  any  a/idx  or  p/unW  writ  Jiiwmdphrici 
of  summons  may,  if  the  plaintiff  shall  think  it  desirable,  be  d^^ttd^ioto 
issued  into  another  county,  andany  ci/m«  or  pluriea  writ  of  other  toumin. 
capUu  may  be  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  any  other  county, 

the  plaintiff  in  such  case  upon  the  aliai  or  pluries  writ  of  pgrm  of. 
mmmons  describing  the  defendant  as  late  of  the  place  of 
which  he  was  described  in  the  first  writ  of  summons,  and 


Alias  or  pturies 
capiat. 


EEOULifi  GENERALESi 

writ  of  summons  into  another  county  shall  be  in  the  fol- 
lowing form — 

William  the  Fourth  &c. 

To  C  D.y  of ,  in  the  county  of ,  late  of ^ 


in  the  county  of  [original  county. "] 
We  command  you,  as  before  [or  often]  we  have  com- 
manded you  &c.  [as  in  the  writ  of  summons  No.  1  in  the 
schedule  of  the  said  act  (a).] 

And  that  the  alias  and  pluries  writ  of  capias  shall  be  in 
the  following  form — 

William  the  Fourth  &c. 
To  the  Sheriff  of 


We  command  you,  as  heretofore  we  have  commanded 

the  Sheriff  of ,  that  you  omit  not  &c.  [as  in  the  writ 

of  capias  No.  4,  in  the  schedule  of  the  said  act  (a).] 


Ncn  cmttat  8.  It  IS  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  in  evcry  Writ  otdistrin' 

tringat  without  g^^  issued  Under  the  authority  of  the  said  act,  a  non  omit* 
^^'  tas  clause  may  be  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  without  the 

payment  of  any  additional  fee  on  that  account. 

Name  of  attor-        9,  It  is  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  when  the  attorney  ac- 

ney  in  the  coun-  „  .  .in  i 

try  to  be  indors-  tually  suing  out  any  writ  shall  sue  out  the  same  as  agent 
weiraTname  of  ^^^  ^^  attorney  in  the  country,  the  name  and  place  of  abode 
Bgent.  of  such  attorney  in  the  country  shall  also  be  indorsed  upon 

the  said  writ. 


Writ  irregular  10.   It  IS  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  if  the  plaintiff  or  hlS 

want°of  indorse-  attorney  shall  omit  to  insert  in  or  indorse  on  any  writ  or  copy 
menta,  thereof  any  of  the  matters  required  by  the  said  act(&)  to  be 

by  him  inserted  therein  or  indorsed  thereon,  such  writ  or 


(a)  2  Will.  4,  c.  39. 


(6)  lb.  g.  12,  and  Sch. 
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copy  thereof  shall  not  on  that  account  be  held  void,  but 
may  be  set  aside  as  irregular  upon  application  to  be  made 
to  the  Court  out  of  which  the  same  shall  issue,  or  to  any 
Judge* 

11.   It  IS  FURTHER  ORDERED,   That  upOU  all  writs  of  ea-   DecUring  de 

pi(iSg  where  the  defendant  shall  not  be  in  actual  custody,  the  defendant  not 
plaintiff  at  the  expiration  of  eight  days  after  the  execution  ^  ^^^^  ^^ 
of  the  writ,  inclusive  of  the  day  of  such  execution,  shall  be 
at  liberty  to  declare  de  bene  esse  in  case  special  bail  shall 
not  have  been  perfected.     And  if  there  be  several  defen-  Where  one  ar- 
dants,  and  one  or  more  of  them  shall  have  been  served  ^^„  served. 
only  and  not  arrested,  and  the  defendant  or  defendants  so 
served  shall  not  have  entered  a  common  appearance,  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  common  appearance 
for  him  or  them  and  declare  against  him  or  them  in  chief, 
and  de  bene  esse  against  the  defendant  or  defendants  who 
shall  have  been  arrested  and  shall  not  have  perfected  spe- 
cial bail  (a). 

12.  It  is  further  ordered,  That  in  case  the  time  for  where  time  to 
pleading  to  any  declaration,  or  for  answering  any  plead-  '^irefiftjr'iolh 
ings,  shall  not  have  expired  before  the   10th  day  of  Au-  ^^^**  the 
gust  m  any  year,  the  party  called  upon  to  plead,  reply,  be  reckoned 
&c.,  shall  have  the  same  number  of  days  for  that  purpose  ili^if  the^decU- 
after  the  24th  day  of  October  as  if  the  declaration  or  pre-  f'^^^j  *fc-»  *»<* 

^  ^  *  then  been  de- 

ceding  pleading  had  been  delivered  or  filed  on  the  S4th  of  iWered. 
October;  but  in  such  cases  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  No  further  rul« 

«  II  iiio/N  to  plead. 

have  a  second  rule  to  plead,  reply,  &c.  (a). 

13.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  in  case  a  Judge  shall  if  order  to  re- 
have  made  an  order  in  the  vacation  for  the  return  of  any  ^Jj^^JJl  J^,J|g' 
writ  issued  by  authority  of  the  said  act,  or  any  writ  of  ca.  »  ™^«  of  Court, 

,  next  term  an 

sa.tji.fa.f  or  elegit  on  any  day  in  the  vacation,  and  such  attachment  maj 

(a)2Will.4,c.39,  8.11. 
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issue  without 
•ervice  of  that 
rule. 


order  shall  have  been  duly  served,  but  obedience  shall  not 
have  been  paid  thereto,  and  the  same  shall  have  been  made 
a  rule  of  Court  in  the  term  then  next  following,  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  serve  such  rule  of  Court,  or  make  any 
fresh  demand  of  performance  thereon;  but  an  attachment 
shall  issue  forthwith  for  disobedience  of  such  order,  whe- 
ther the  thing  required  by  such  order  shall  or  shall  not 
have  been  done  in  the  mean  time  (a). 


Writs  issued 
wiihout  autho- 
rity of  attorney 
whose  name  ii 
indorsed  to  be 
stayed. 


14.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  if  any  attorney  shall, 
as  required  by  the  said  act,  declare  that  any  writ  of  sum- 
mons or  writ  of  capias y  upon  which  his  name  is  indorsed, 
was  not  issued  by  him  or  with  his  authority  or  privity,  all 
proceedings  upon  the  same  shall  be  stayed  until  further 
order  (6). 


Title  of  decla- 
ration. 


15.  It  18  FURTHER  ORDERED,  That  cvcry  declaration  shall 
in  future  be  intituled  in  the  proper  Court,  and  of  the  day 
of  the  month  and  year  on  which  it  is  filed  or  delivered, 

and  shall  commence  as  follows — 


Declaration  after  Summons. 

CommeQcement       [  VetiueJ]  A.  B,  by  JS.  F.  his  attorney  [or,  in  his  own 
by  summoni.       proper  person]  complains  of  C  X).,  who  has  been  sum- 
moned to  answer  the  said  A.  B.  &c. 


Declaration  after  Arrest  where  the  Party  is  not  in  Custody. 
Commencement       [  Vcnue.]  A,  B,  by  E.  F,  his  attorney,  [or,  in  his  own 

of  declaration  on  i  i.  n  ry    r\       t.     t         t  .1 

capias  where       propcr  person  J  complams  of  C.  D.  who  has  been  arrested 
defendant  is  not  ^t  the  suit  of  the  Said  A.  B.  &c. 

Ill  custody. 

Declaration  where  the  Party  is  in  Custody. 

Commencement       [Venue»^  A.  B,  by  E.  F.  his  attorney  [or,  in  his  own 
tioa  mi  capiat     proper  person]  complains  of  C.  D.  being  detained  at  the 

(o)  See  Btat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  «.  16.  (6)  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  a.  I7. 
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'«uit  of  the  said  A.  B.  in  the  custody  of  the  Sheriff  [or,  the  where  defen- 
Marshal  of  the  MarakaUea  of  the  Court  of  K,  B,,  or  the  tody. 
Warden  of  the  FleeL] 

Declaration  after  the  Arrest  of  one  or  more  Defendant  or 
Defendants  and  where  one  or  more  other  Defendant  or 
Defendants  shall  have  been  served  only  and  not  arrested, 

[Ventte^l  A*  B.  by  E.  F,  his  attorney  [or,  in  his  own  Commencement 

proper  person]  complains  of  C  Z).,  who  has  been  arrested  agaiust  several 

at  the  suit  of  the  said  A.  B.  [or,  being  detained  at  the  suit  ^^^^^^X^T 

of  the  said  A.  A,  as  before,']  and   of  G.  H.,  who  has  been  arresied 

,,  .1^     ■"**  ^b®  other* 

been  served  with  a  writ  of  captas  to  answer  the  said  A,  served. 
B.&c. 


And  that  the  entry  of  pledges  to  prosecute  at  the  con-  Pledges  dUcon- 
clusion  of  the  declaration  shall  in  future  be  discontinued.       '""^ ' 


II. 

It  is  ordered.  That  the  writ  of  capias  and  distringas  Writs  into  the 
which  shall  hereafter  be  issued  out  of  the  Superior  Courts  tmeofLaucas- 
of  law  at  Westminster  into  the  counties  palatine  of  Law-  termd  Durham. 
caster  or  Durham  shall  be  directed  to  the  Chancellor  of 
the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster  or  his  deputy  there,  or  to 
the  Bishop  of  Durftam  or  his  Chancellor  there,  and  shall 
be  in  the  following  fomi — 

IVrit  of  Distringas. 

William  the  Fourth,  &c. 

To  the  Chancellor  of  our  county  palatine  of  Lancaster 
or  his  deputy  there  [or,  "To  the  Reverend  Father  in 

God ,  by  divine  providence.  Lord  Bishop  of  Dwr- 

Aamf  or  to  his  Chancellor  there,"]  greeting— We  com- 
mand you  that  by  our  writ  under  the  seal  of  our  said 
county  palatine,  to  be  duly  made  and  directed  to  the 
Sheriff  of  our  said  county  palatine^  you  command   the 


t 
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•aid  Sheriff  [or,  if  in  Durham^  that  by  our  writ  under 
the  seal  of  your  bishoprick,  to  be  duly  made  and  direct- 
ed to  the  Sheriff  of  the  county  o{  Durham,  you  cause  the 
said  Sheriff  to  be  commanded],  that  he  omit  not  by  rea- 
son of  any  liberty  in  his  bailiwick,  but  that  he  enter  the 
same,  and  distrain  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  C.  D. 
for  the  sum  of  40«.  in  order  to  compel  his  appearance  in 

our  Court  of to  answer  A.  B.  in  a  plea  of  trespass 

on  the  case  \pr^  debt,  or  as  the  case  may  be],  and  how  be 
.  shall  execute  that  our  writ  he  make  known  to  us  in  our 

said  Court  on  the day  of  —  now  next  ensuing. 

Witness ,  at  Westminster ^  the day  of ,  in 

the year  of  our  reign. 

Notice  to  be  subscribed  to  the  foregoing  Wrii» 

In  the  Court  of . 

Between  A.  B,,  plaintiff,  and  C.  X).,  defendant. 
Mr.  C.  D. 

Take  notice  that  I  have  this  day  distrained  on  your 
goods  and  chattels  in  the  sum  of  40s.  in  consequence  of 
your  not  having  appeared  in  the  said  Court  to  answer  to  the 
said  A.  B,  according  to  the  exigency  of  a  writ  of  summons^ 

bearing  teste  on  the day  of ,  and  that  in  default 

of  your  appearance  to  the  present  writ  within  eight  days 
inclusive  after  the  return  hereof,  the  said  A.  B,  will  cause 
an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  you,  and  proceed  thereon 
to  judgment  and  execution,  or  [if  the  defendant  be  sub/eci 
to  outlawry]  will  cause  proceedings  to  be  taken  to  outlaw 

you. 

Writ  of  Capias. 

William  the  Fourth  &c. 

To  the  Chancellor  of  our  county  palatine  of  Lancaster, 
or  his  deputy  there,  [or,  "  To  the  Reverend  Father  in 

God ,  by  divine  providence  Lord  Bishop  of  X)iir- 

Aai»,  or  to  his  Chancellor  there,"]  greeting — We  com- 
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mand  you  that  by  our  writ  under  the  seal  of  our  said 
county  palatine  to  be  duly  made  and  directed  to  the 
Sheriff  of  our  said  county  palatine,  you  command  the 
said  Sheriff  [or,  if  in  Durham,  that  by  our  writ  under 
the  seal  of  your  bishoprick,  to  be  duly  made  and  direct^ 
ed  to  the  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Durham,  you  cause  the 
said  Sheriff  to  be  commanded  that  he  omit  not  by  rea-» 
son  of  any  liberty  in  his  bailiwick,  but  that  he  enter  the 

same,  and  take  C  2>«,  of ,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  his 

bailiwick,  and  him  safely  keep  until  he  shall  have  given  him 
bail  or  make  deposit  with  him  according  to  law  in  an  ac« 
tion  on  promises,  [or,  of  debt  &c.]  at  the  suit  of  A.  B.^  or 
until  the  said  C  D.  shall  by  other  lawful  means  be  dis- 
charged from  his  custody:  And  that  he  further  command 
him,  that,  in  execution  thereof,  he  do  deliver  a  copy  thereof 
to  the  said  C  D.;  and  that  the  said  writ  do  require  the  said 
C.  D,  to  take  notice,  that  within  eight  days  after  execution 
diereof  on  him,  inclusive  of  the  day  of  such  execution,  he 
should  cause  special  bail  to  be  put  in  for  him  in  our  Court 

of to  the  said  action;  and  that,  in  default  of  bis  so 

doing,  such  proceedings  may  be  had  and  taken  as  are 
mentioned  in  the  warning  thereunto  written  or  indorsed 
thereon;  and  that  he  further  command  the  said  Sheriff, 
that,  immediately  after  the  execution  thereof,  he  do  return 
that  writ  to  our  said  Court,  together  with  the  manner  in 
which  he  shall  have  executed  the  same,  and  the  day  of 
the  execution  thereof:  or  that,  if  the  same  shall  remain  un- 
executed, then  that  be  do  so  return  the  same  at  the  expir- 
ation of  four  calendar  months  from  the  date  thereof,  or  soon- 
er  if  be  shall  be  thereto  required  by  order  of  the  said  Court, 

or  by  any  Judge  thereof.     Witness ,  at  Westminster ^ 

the  -        day  of . 

Memorandum  to  be  subscribed  to  the  Writ. 

N,  B.  This  writ  is  to  be  executed  within  four  calendar 
months  from  the  date  hereof,  including  the  day  of  such 
date,  and  not  afterwards. 
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Warning  to  the  Defendant. 

1.  If  a  defendant^  being  in  custody^  shall  be  detained  on 
this  writ,  or  if  a  defendant,  being  arrested  thereon,  shall  go 
to  prison  for  want  of  bail,  the  plaintiff  may  declare  against 
such  defendant  before  the  end  of  the  term  next  after  such 
detainer  or  arrest,  and  proceed  thereon  to  judgment  and 
execution. 

2.  Ifa  defendant,  being  arrested  on  this  writ,  shall  have 
made  a  deposit  of  money  according  to  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo. 
4,  c.  71,  and  shall  omit  to  enter  a  common  appearance  to 
the  action,  the  phiintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  com- 
mon appearance  for  the  defendant,  and  proceed  thereon 
to  judgment  and  execution. 

3.  Ifa  defendant  having  given  bail  on  the  arrest  shall 
omit  to  put  in  special  bail  as  required,  the  plaintiff  may 
proceed  against  the  Sheriff  or  on  the  bail  bond. 

4.  Ifa  defendant,  having  been  served  only  with  this  writ 
and  not  arrested  thereon,  shall  not  enter  a  common  appear- 
ance within  eight  days  after  such  service,  the  plaintiff  may 
enter  a  common  appearance  for  such  defendant,  and  pro- 
ceed thereon  to  judgment  and  execution. 


Indorsements  to  be  made  on  the  Writ  of  Capias. 

Bail  for  £ ,  by  affidavit. 

Or, 

Bail  for  £ ,  by  order  [naming  the  Judge  making  the 

orderl  dated  the day  of . 

This  writ  was  issued  by  E.  F.  of ,  attorney  for  the 

plaintiff  [or  plaintiffs]  within  named. 
Or, 
This  writ  was  issued  in  person  by  the  plaintiff  within 
named  [mention  the  city  or  parish,  and  also  the  name  of 
the  hamlet t  street,  and  number  of  the  house  of  theplaintiff^s 
residence f  if  any  such  there  be.] 

{Signed  by  all  the  Judges.) 
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EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


Harvey  v.  French.  .^^ 

1832. 

{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer,)  ^      v     -^ 

Libel.— The  declaration  contained  seven  counts.  b^i^udthat*' 
The  fifth  count  stated  that  the  defendant  (below)  falsely,  defendant  pub- 
wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  compose,  print,  and  publish,  bei  of  and  con- 
and  cause  and  procure  to  be  composed,  printed,  and  publish-  !|j||fntifl;  con- 
ed, in  a  certain  newspaper,  a  certain,  false,  scandalous,  taming,  amongst 

.  '   other  things,  the 

malicious,  and  defamatory  libel,  of  and  concerning  the  said  faise,&c.,  matter 

plaintiff  (below),  containing,  amongst  other  things,  the  false,  fng*  the  piai^Uff, 

scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory,  and  libellous  matter  fol-  I^jh^^^j^^' 

lowing,  of  and  concerning  the  said  plaintiff  (below),  that  is  to  letterk—Tbe 

.say:  **  Threatening  letters. — The  Middlesex  Grand  Jury  orandJuryhaT* 

have  returned  a  true  bill  against  a  gentleman  of  some  proper-  bm"a^1iit  a'** 

ty,  named  freitcA,"  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff  below),*'  with  gentleman  of 

this,  that  the  said  plaintiff  (below)  will  verify  that  the  said  named  French," 

defendant  (below)  thereby  then  and  there  meant  to  insi-  sJlia^/^nuV) 

nuate  and  have  it  understood,  that  the  said  plaintiff  (below)  '!^*'^?*^.***ji 

had  been  suspected  to  have  been,  and  had  been,  guilty  of  win  verify  that 

the  offence  of  sending  a  letter,  without  any  name  or  sig-  dam  thereby 

nature  thereto  subscribed,  directed  to  one Trotter,  ^^'^^  Vf^^V^ 

'  '   meant  to  iminu- 

threatening  to  kill  and  murder  the  said Trotter,  a  ateandhaveit 

-  «    ,  ,  .  ,  .  ,  .  understood,  that 

subject  of  the  realm,  with  a  view  and  intent  to  extort,  to  the  said  plaintiff 
wit,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid."  ^t^tohate 
The  sixth  count  was  similar  to  the  fifth,  sliehtly  varying  ^^^* "?.  *»•<*, 

been,  guilty  of 

the  statement  of  the  publication.  the  offence  of 

At  the  trial,  a  general  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain-  wUhoIu  any 

tiff  below,  and  judgment  having  been  entered  up  accord-  n^™*  <>'«««>»- 

ingly,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought.  «ub«cribed,  di- 

rected to  one 

Trotter, 

threatening 

to  kill  and  murder  the  Mid Trotter^  a  subject  of  the  realm,  with  a  view  and  intent  to  extort:" 

— Held,  first,  that  the  innuendo  at  the  conclusion  of  the  count  was  bad ;  and  secondly,  that  the  mat- 
ter was  libellons  without  such  innuendo,  which  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
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Exck.  Cfuimber,      Plati,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. — Where  the  libellous 

quality  of  the  words  is  derived  from  circumstances  extrin- 
sic of  the  words  themselves,  the  connection  with  those 
circumstances  must  be  shewn  by  introductory  averment  of 
the  facts;  by  shewing  that  the  libel  related  to  the  facts 
averred;  and  connecting  them  together  by  innuendo,  if 
necessary.  In  BarhanCs  case  (a),  the  words  were — 
''Master  Barham  did  bum  my  barn;"  innuendo — '*  a  bam 
filled' with  corn;*'  and  it  was  there  held  that  the  innuendo 
was  bad,  because  it  was  not  an  explanation  of  what  was 
said  before,  but  an  addition  to  it.  The  latter  part  of  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  Barhami's  case,  that  words  are  to  be 
taken  in  miiiari  sensu,  has  been  since  overruled ;  but  the  doc- 
trine, that  words  cannot  be  extended  by  innuendo,  was  ful- 
ly recognised  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Home  (b) ;  and  the  rule  is 
there  laid  down,  that  an  innuendo  means  nothing  more  than 
the  words  "  id  est"  *'  acilicet^'^  or  "  meaning,*'  or  *'  afore- 
said," as  explanatory  of  a  subject-matter  suiBciently  ex- 
pressed before;  and  that  it  cannot  extend  the  sense  of  the 
expressions  in  the  libel,  unless  something  is  put  upon  the 
record  for  it  to  explain.  Now  to  apply  that  doctrine  to  the 
present  case ;  it  is  alleged  by  this  innuendo,  **  that  the 
defendant  meant  to  insinuate,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
guilty  of  sending  a  letter  witliout  any  name  thereto  sub- 
scribed, directed  to  one Trotter^  threatening  to  kill 

and  murder  the  said Trotter.^*    Now,  if  it  had  been 

averred  in  the  former  part  of  this  count,  that  such  letter  had 
been  sent  to  Trotter^  &c.,  and  the  count  had  gone  on  to 
aver  that  this  libel  was  published  of  and  concerning  such 
letter,  and  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  that  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  connect  the  libel  with  the  prefatory  aver- 
ment, and  then  the  innuendo  would  properly  have  explain- 
ed that.  The  same  rule  applies  to  the  words ''  of  and  con- 
cerning," in  a  libel,  as  to  a  colloquium  in  verbal  slander. 

(rt)  4  Rep.  20  a.  {h)  Co\vp.  684. 
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There  it  is  necessary  to  aver  not  only  the  previous  matter^  Ezch.  chamber, 
but  that  the  words  were  spoken  "  of  and  concerning"  that  ^ 

matter.     Hawkes  \.  Hawkey  (a)  was  a  stronger  case  than       Harvey 
thisy  because  in  that  case  there  was  a  prefatory  averment,       French. 
**  tbat  the  defendant  had  put  in  his  answer  on  oath  to  a  bill 
filed  against  him/*  and  all  that  was  wanting  was  the  statement 
oi  9k  colloquium  of  and  concerning  the  answer;  for  the  innu«> 
endo  was, "  thereby  meaning  and  insinuating, that  the  plain* 
tiff  had  perjured  himself  in  what  he  had  sworn  in  his  afore«» 
said  answer  to  the  bill  so  filed  against  him  ;*'  so  that  the 
innuendo,  if  it  could  have  been  supported,  was  quite  large 
enough  to  impute  that  the  plaintiff  had  perjured  himself 
in  the  answer  mentioned  in  the  prefatory  averment.   In  the 
present  case  it  ought  to  have  been  predicated,  not  only  that 
such  letter  existed,  but  that  the  libel  was  of  and  concern- 
ing such  letter;    and  the  innuendo  cannot  supply  the 
want  of  such  averments.     Holt  v.  Scholefieldijb)^  Craft  v. 
Boite  (c),  Rex  v.  Marsden  {d).     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Al- 
derion,  cited  in  Rex  v.  Marsden,  the  information  contained 
every  thing,  except  the  very  words  ^*  of  and  concerning,'* 
and  it  was  decided  to  be  bad  for  want  of  those  words.  Hence, 
as  regards  the  letter,  and  the  imputation  contained  there- 
in, as  there  is  no  averment  that  any  such  letter  was  sent, 
and  tbat  the  libel  was  of  and  concerning  the  letter,  it  must 
be  taken  as  if  there  was  no  innuendo.     Therefore,  this 
count  must  be  read,  as  if  the  innuendo  was  not  contained  in 
it     Then  what  imputation  do  the  libellous  words  cast  on 
the  plaintiff?      "  Threatening  Letters — The  Middlesex 
Grand  Jury  have  returned  a  true  bill  against  a  gentleman 
of  some  property,  named  French'' — not  a  word  here  about 
sending  a  letter  threatening  to  kill  and  murder.     It  might 
be  for  a  nuisance,  or  an  assault.    Now,  although  the  rule  as 
to  what  is  actionable  in  actions  for  libel  is  more  extensive 


(<i)  8  East,  427.  (r)  1  Wm.  Saund.  243-4. 

(6)  6  T.  R.  694.  (d)  4  M.  &  S.  164. 
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^xch.  Chamber,  than  in  actions  for  words,  it  does  not  follow  that  every 
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otrensive  statement,  or  every  statement  which  a  man  may 
not  like,  or  every  statement  of  matter^  which,  if  true,  might 
render  him  h'able  to  be  sued  or  prosecuted,  i?  necessarily  li- 
bellous. Thus,  to  publish  of  a  man ,  that  a  bill  of  indictment 
for  an  assault  was  found  against  him,  would  not  be  action- 
able. [Taunton^  J. — Here  the  words  begin,  **  Threatening 
Letters,"] — Yes,  but  how  do  they  relate  to  French  ?  They 
are  unmeaning  words — quite  unconnected  with  the  words 
that  follow.  There  is  nothing  here  to  shew  that  the  bill  re- 
ferred to  threatening  letters.  [Parke,  J. — ^Your  argument 
would  equally  apply  if  the  word  "  Murder*'  had  been  there.] 
In  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Clement  (a),  there  was  a  heading  to 
the  supposed  libel,  namely^ "  Shameful  Conduct  of  an  At- 
torney ;'*  the  defendant  pleaded  a  justification  that  the  libel 
was  a  true  report  of  certain  proceedings  in  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court,  but  took  no  notice  of  the  heading.  The 
Jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  justification.  There 
was  afterwards  a  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere* 
dicto,  and  it  was  then  argued,  that  the  comment  which  was 
contained  in  the  title  was  warranted  by  the  facts  stated  in 
the  libel,  which  the  Jury  had  found  to  be  true ;  and  that  if 
the  facts  which  justified  the  title  were  a  legal  publication, 
it  would  follow,  that  the  comment  itself  was  equally  so.  But 
the  Court  held,  that  they  could  not  explain  the  heading  by 
what  followed,  and,  therefore,  that  the  pleas  were  bad. 
Then,  if  the  heading  is  not  to  be  explained,  by  what  fol- 
lows, in  favour  of  a  defendant,  neither  can  it  in  favour  of  a 
plaintiff.  There  is  nothing  in  the  following  words  to  con- 
nect them  with  the  libel.  Then  if  the  words  "  Threatening 
Letters"  are  left  out,  what  is  there  here  to  shew  any  libel 
of  the  plaintiff? 

White,  contra.— This  is  not  an  innuendo,  but  a  substan- 

(ffj  3  Bam.  &  Aid  702. 
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tive  averment.     Secondly »  if  it  be  an  innuendo,  it  may  be  Exch.  Chamber, 
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rejected  as  surplusage;  and  then,  still  this  count  may  be 
sustained,  as  the  matter  is  libellous  in  itself.  Firsts  it  is 
not  an  innuendo,  but  a  substantive  averment,  ffoolnoth  v. 
Meadows  (a).  This  case  is,  distinguishable  from  Rex 
V.  Home,  as  this  is  an  averment,  and  not  merely  an  in- 
nuendo. l^Tindalf  C.  J. — What  is  the  difference?  In 
this  case  the  words  are,  *'then  and  there  meant,'*  and 
in  the  other,  **  then  and  there  meaning."]  Even  tak* 
ing  this  to  be  an  innuendo,  and  therefore  bad  as  in- 
troducing new  matter,  it  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age. Roberts  v.  Camden  (fi).  There  Lord  EUenborough 
says--'*  For,  admitting  most  clearly,  that  new  matter  can- 
not be  introduced  by  an  innuendo,  yet^  where  such 
new  matter  is  not  necessary  to  support  the  action,  an 
innuendo  without  any  colloquium  may  well  be  rejected 
as  surplusage."  Then  the  question  is,  are  these  words 
libellous?  I  submit  that  they  clearly  are,  and  that  they 
may  be  read  together.  But  if  not,  is  it  not  a  libel  to  write 
of  a  gentleman,  that  a  Grand  Jury  have  found  a  true  bill 
against  him?  It  must  necessarily  be  taken  to  have  been  for 
some  indictable  offence,  for  some  offence  punishable  by  law. 
Not  only  imputing  an  offence,  but  imputing  any  want  of 
moral  virtue,  constitutes  a  libel.  Clement  v.  Ckivis  (c).  So, 
in  Woodard  v.  Dowsing  (rf),  it  was  held,  that,  in  written 
slander,  whatever  tends  to  bring  a  party  into  public  hatred 
and  disgrace,  is  actionable.  And  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd 
there  says,  that  which  tends  to  degrade  is  a  libel.  In 
Lord  Churchill  v.  Hunt  {e\  the  words  were  held  to  be 
libellous,  because  they  imputed  mere  want  of  feeling  and 
indecorum.    The  doctrine,  that  words  are  to  be  read  in 


(«)  6  East,  463.  (rf)  2  Man.  &  Ryl.  74. 

(6;  9  East.  92.  (e)  1  Chilty's  Rep.  480. 

(c)  9  Bam.  &  Cress.  174. 
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jEmH.  Chamber,  mtUori  scfisu,  has  been  long  since  exploded*     After  ver- 

dicty  at  all  events^  it  must  be  taken  that  these  words  were 
^'  of  and  concerning"  the  plaintiff;  and  it  is  clear  that  the 
words^  in  common  sense,  impute  that  the  Grand  Jury  have 
found  a  true  bill  against  the  plaintiff  for  sending  **  threat- 
ening letters.**  As  to  Howies  v.  Hawkey ^  and  HoU  y. 
Scholefield,  in  those  cases,  without  the  introductory  aver- 
ttient,  the  words  were  not  libellous.  In  Crcfft  y.  BoitCf 
the  count  might  have  been  said  to  be  bad  on  the  same 
grounds  as  this;  but  Saunders,  who  argued  the  case^  did 
not  take  the  objection,  [Tindal,  C.  J.— Mr.  Serjt.  fTil- 
liams  mentions  it  in  his  notes.]  The  words,  ''  The  Mitt- 
dlesex  Grand  Jury  have  returned  a  true  bill  against  a 
gentleman  named  French,^'  are  libellous  alone,  but  taken 
with  the  words  ''  threatening  letters,'*  are  most  clearly  so. 
No  person  reading  such  a  statement  in  the  newspapers 
could  understand  it  otherwise.  In  Smith  v.  Carey  {a\  the 
words  were,  ^'  He  lives  by  swindling  and  robbing  the  pub- 
lic ;**  and  there  Lord  EUenborough  said,  the  words  were 
in  themselves  actionable;  and  if  there  had  been  no  in- 
nuendo as  to  their  meaning,  the  plaintiff  would  certainly 
have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

Plaitt  in  reply. —  Woolnoth  v.  Meadows  is  quite  inap- 
plicable to  the  present  case.  In  that  case  the  words 
themselves  contained  libellous  matter.  Here  they  do  not. 
In  Roberts  v.  Camden,  the  words  themselves  imputed 
'*  perjury.*'  It  is  not  said  that  a  bill  was  found  against  the 
plaintiff  for  sending  threatening  letters;  that  connection 
is  wanting.  It  is  said  on  the  other  side,  that  to  write  of 
a  gentleman,  that  a  true  bill  has  been  found  against  him, 
is  libellous;  and  cases  were  cited  to  shew,  that  writing 
anything  tending  to  degrade,  is  libellous.     That  is  admit- 

(ff)  3  Campb.  460. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM^  3  WILL.  IV.  17 

ted;  but  to  write  of  a  man,  that  a  true  bill  had  been  found  E»eh,chmnber, 
against  him  for  non-repair  of  a  bridgei  or  a  road,  or  a 
nuisance,  would  not  impute  a  want  of  moral  virtue^  or  tend 
to  degrade.    Therefore,  to  write  of  a  gentleman,  that  a 
true  bill  had  been  found  against  him  is  not  libellous.    In 
Clement  Y.Ckivis,  the  words  were  clearly  libellous.    So, 
in    Woodward  v.  Dowsing^  and  Lord  ChurchiU  v.  Hunt^ 
the  words  were  clearly  libellous,  because  they  tended  to 
degrade.    It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  these  words  are 
not  libellous  alone.    But  then  it  is  said,  that,  at  all  events, 
.th^y  are  so,  if  connected  with  the  words, ''  threatening  let* 
ters.**.    Biit  they  are  not  so  connected.    There  is  colloca- 
tion, but  not  connection.    Even  assuming  that  they  are 
so  coonected,  for  any  thing  that  appears,  they  might  have 
been  letters  written  by  the  plaintiff  below,  threatehitfig  to 
bring  this  action.     As  the  plaintiff  has  not  stated  or  shewn 
the  meaning  of  them,  the  Court  cannot  conclude  that  they 
were  unlawful  threatening  letters  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  .  The  declaration  ought  to  have  a  prefatory  aver- 
ment, that  such  a  letter  had  been  sent  to  Mr.  TroiieVf 
threatening  to  kill  and  odurderhim;  and  that  the  libellous 
matter  was  published  of  and  concerning  that  letter,  and  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff.    All  the  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject are  collected  in  Siarkie  on  Criminal  P leading ,  13S; 
and  they  shew,  that  when  the  libellous  quaUty  is  derived 
from  circumstances  extrinsic  of  the  words,  the  connection 
with  those  circumstances  must  appear  upon  the  record. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  in- 
nuendos  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts  of  this  declaration  are 
not  warranted  by  the  preceding  words  in  those  counts;  all 
that  goes  before  is,  that  a  threatening  letter  had  been  sent 
by  the  plaintiff;  but  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  a  threat- 
ening letter  had  been  directed  to  any  person  of  the  name 
of  Trailer,  or,  that  it  contained  any  threat  to  kill  or  mur- 
der the  person  to  M'hom  it  was  addressed,  as  averred  in 

VOL.  I.  c 
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Ejtch.  chamhify  that  innuendo.    Unless,  therefore,  these  counts  can  be  sui 
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v.^^^,.^  tained  without  the  innuendo,  the  judgment  ought  to  be  rO' 
Harvey  versed.  We  are,  however,  of  opinion,  that  these  counts, 
French.  after  rejecting  that  averment,  may  be  sustained  without  it. 
Then  the  count  will  stand  thus:  *^  Threatening  Letters. — 
The  Middlesex  Grand  Jury  have  returned  a  true  bill 
against  a  gentleman  of  some  property,  named  French,** 
(meaning  the  said  plaintiff).  It  has  been  contended  by 
Mr.  Plati,  that  the  Court  cannot  intend,  that  the  bill  of 
indictment  found  by  the  Grand  Jury  is  a  bill  of  indict* 
ment  for  sending  threatening  letters ;  but  we  are  all  agreed, 
and  it  is  quite  clear,  from  all  the  modem  authorities,  that 
a  Court  must  read  these  words  in  the  sense  in  which  ordi- 
nary persons,  or  in  which  we  ourselves  out  of  Court,  read- 
ing this  paragraph,  would  understand  them ;  and  that  it 
cannot  be  read  otherwise  than  that  the  Grand  Jury  had 
found  a  true  bill  against  the  plaintiff  for  sending  threaten- 
ing letters.  A  bill  of  indictment  for  sending  a  threatening 
letter  must  import  an  unlawful  threatening  letter. 

Judgment  affirmed  (a). 

(a)  See  Cro.  Eliz.  609. 


Ereh.  qf  Pleas,  ThaCKRAH  V.  SeYMOUR. 

An  old  footway  x  RESPASS  quorc  clausum  /regit.     Pleas— general  is- 

pubiic  highway  sue,  and  justifications  under  rights  of  way. 

orrinXure"  ^t  the  trial  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  at  the  Mid- 

into  another  dlesex  Sittings,  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  defendant 

public  highway. 

By  an  award  of   proved  a  right  of  way  by  prescription, 

the  commission- 
ers under  a  local 

act  for  inclosing  the  wastes,  tlie  part  of  the  waste  over  which  the  footway  ran  was  allotted;  but  the 
footway  was  not  mentioned  in  the  award,  nor  was  any  new  way  set  out  therein. 

No  power  to  stop  up  ways  over  old  inclosures  was  given  by  the  particular  Inclosure  Act 

Htld,  that  the  old  footway  was  not  extinguished  by  the  allotment 
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The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  way  had  been  extin-    ^*^:£^^^^* 
guished  by  an  award  made  in  1818|  by  the  commissioners     v      ^  '  • 
under  6S  Geo.Sf  c.  174,  for  inclosing  lands  in  the  parish     Thackrah 
of  Isleworikf  &c  &c.  Setuous. 

The  foot-way,  which  was  not  mentioned  in  the  award, 
led  from  a  puhlic  carriage  road  over  the  waste  lands,  and 
over  old  inclosures,  and  OTer  other  waste  lands  into  an* 
other  public  highway. 

The  plaintiff  contended  at  the  trial,  that  the  allotment 
of  these  waste  lands  operated  as  an  extinguishment  of  the 
ways  '^^^  relied  on  the  11th  section  of  the  General  In- 
closure  Act,  41  Geo.  S,  c.  109. 

The  defendant  relied  upon  Harber  v.  Rand  (a),  and 
Logan  V.  Bmrton  (&),  and  upon  the  8th  section  of  the 
''  General  Inclosure  Act,"  which  requires  the  order  of 
two  justices,  when  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to 
stop  up  any  old  road.  The  learned  Chief  Baron  was  of 
opinion  that  the  way  had  not  been  extinguished ;  and  the 
defendant  had  a  verdict 

Jervu  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. — The  proviso  in  the 
8th  section  of  the  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  applies  only  where  the 
eonmissioners  are  expressly  authorised  by  the  particular 
Inclosure  Act  to  stop  up  ways.  Harber  v.  Rand  and  Lo- 
gan  T.  BmriOH  are  distinguishable  from  this  case.  In  both 
those  cases  the  power  was  given  to  the  commissioners  by 
the  local  act.  White  v.  Reeves  (e)  is  more  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  There  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff 
having  an  allotment  made  to  him,  by  a  commissioner  under 
the  Inclosure  Act,  of  land  over  which  the  defendants  had  a 
private  right  of  way  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  but  which 
was  not  noticed  or  described  amongst  those  set  out  by  the 

(«)  9  Price,  5S. 
(i)  6  B  &  C.  513;  8  D.  &  R.  299.  (r)  2  B.  Mo.  23. 
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viso  in  the  8th  section,  that  where  the  commissioners  have   Bxeh.  ofPieoi, 
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power  under  any  Inclosure  Act  to  stop  up  any  old  or  ac-  ^ 

customed  road,  leading  through  old  inclosures,  they  shall  Thackrah 
not  exercise  that  power  without  the  consent  of  two  justices  sbtmoup. 
of  the  peace.  No  such  power  was  given  in  this  case  by  the 
particular  Inclosure  Act;  and  it  was  contended,  that  this 
proviso  in  the  General  Inclosure  Act  had  no  application 
to  the  present  case.  But  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that 
the  commissioners  have  power  to  stop  up  ways  over  old 
inclosures ;  because,  where  such  power  is  given  to  them,  it 
is  onlyjpven  with  the  consent  of  two  justices.  Now,  what 
was  the  nature  of  the  way  in  this  case?  It  was  a  way 
passing  partly  over  old  inclosures  and  partly  over  waste 
land.  No  power  was  given  to  the  commissioners  to  stop  up 
the  part  of  the  way  passing  over  the  old  inclosures;  yet, 
if  they  stopped  up  the  part  which  led  over  the  waste  lands, 
they  would  thereby,  in  effect,  stop  up  the  way  which 
passed  over  the  old  inclosures.  Therefore,  as  the  com- 
missioners had  no  power,  under  the  particular  or  general 
Inclosure  Act,  to  stop  up  the  way  over  the  old  inclosures ; 
and  as  they  have  not  set  out  any  new  way  over  the  waste 
lands,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  old  way  still  exists  as  it 
formerly  did,  over  the  waste  lands,  and  over  the  old  in« 
closures  into  the  public  highway;  and,  consequently,  that 
there  is  no  reason  for  granting  a  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


Vennall  9.  Garner. 

C/ASE  for  running  down  a  ship.    At  the  trial,  before  In  ease  for  run- 
Boiland,  B.,  at  the  last  Durham  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  ^^i^^  neidber 

party  can  re« 
cover  when  both 
are  in  the  wrong;  bnt  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  although  he  might  have  prevented  the  colliiion, 
provided  that  ne  waa  in  no  degree  in  fiialt  In  not  endeavonring  to  prevent  it 
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"^^^Qo/*^'   the  defendant's  ship  had  the  wind  firee,  and  was  a  light 

v.—*.^,^ — /     ship,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  ship  was  hard  up  in  the 

Venmall      windy  and  laden.     The  defendant's  ship  ought  to  have 

Oaenbr.      given  way,  and  i€  was  cleair  that  she  was  wrong  in  not 

doing  so;  but  it  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that 

though  the  defendant  was  wrong  in  not  giving  way,  yet, 

that  the  plaintiff  might  have  avoided  the  accident  by  alter* 

ing  his  hehn  at  the  right  moment.     The  plaintiff  recovered 

a  verdict,  and 

Alexander  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  citing  Vanderplank 
V.  Miller  (a);  and  he  urged,  that  it  should  have  been  left 
distinctly  to  the  jury,  whether  there  were  any  means  of 
preventing  the  accident  by  care  on  the  part  of  the  plain* 
tiff;  and  that,  if  such  means  existed,  the  plaintiff's  neg*- 
lect  to  use  them  deprived  him  of  the  right  to  sue. 

Bayley,  B.---The  rule  is,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover,  if  his  ship  were  in  any  degree  in  faulty  in  not  en-* 
deavouring  to  prevent  the  collision.  Here  the  piamtiff  had 
a  right  to  presume,  that  the  defendant's  ship  would  do  that 
which  she  ought  to  do.  I  quite  agree,  that  if  the  mischief 
be  the  result  of  the  combined  negligence  of  the  two,  they 
must  both  remain  in  statu  quOf  and  neither  party  can  re* 
cover  against  the  other.  In  this  case,  however,  it  was  made 
out,  that  the  fault  was  wholly  with  the  defendant:  he  had 
the  wind,  and  should  have  given  way,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  expect  that  he  would  make  room :  he  did  not  do 
so;  and  the  consequence  was,  that  the  accident  occurred, 
for  which  he  is  liable. 

Vaughan,  Holland  and  Gurney,  Barons,  concurred; 
and  the  rule  was 

Refused. 

(a)  IM.&M.  169. 
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Slack,  9.  i.^  v.  Wilkins. 

J^EBT  for  penaltteB  against  the  defendant,  for  prac*  Anattormy 
thing  at  the  quarter  sessions  without  being  inrolled  (a).        outbu certificate 

At  Ihe  trial,  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  '"glg^^dTsis. 
the  county  of  Cambridge^  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  Ini832,heprac- 
two  fifty-pound  penalties,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  Quarter  Set- 
ftiove  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  llaTiV  fo/^he' 

The  defendant  was  a  ir6ntleinan  who  had  been  reirular^  penalties  under 

®  ®  22(;«o.2,  c46, 

ly  admitted  and  inrolled  long  prior  to  1815,  and  had  taken  •.  12. 
oat  his  c^ttifi^at^  regularly  until  that  year,  but  had  omit^ 
ted  to  do  so  in  the  years  1815  And  1816;  since  which  time 
he  had  regularly  taken  it  out  until  the  present  time. 

Two  acts  of  practising  at  the  quarter  sessions,  in  Janu^ 
arjfy  18SS,  were  proved  at  the  trial. 

Si&rki,  Serjt,  How  tnoved  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  plaintiff  rtstits  his  right  to  recover  on  the  Z2  Geo.  0, 
c«46,  s.  1^,  eonjointly  with  the  87  Oeo.8,  c.90,  s.SI,  by 
which  the  neglect  to  obtain  a  certificate  renders  the  ad- 
miision  and  inroltfient  null  and  void. 

Now  the  object  of  the  first  statute  was  to  prevent  im* 
proper  persons  from  practising  at  the  quarter  sessions, 
and  the  second  act  is  merely  a  revenue  act,  and  cannot  have 
been  intended  to  apply  to  an  antecedent  act,  especially 
wherd  the  consequences  are  so  penal. 

Betides,  in  the  penal  part  of  the  enactment,  the  words 
ore  merely  "  not  being  admitted  and  inrolled  as  aforesaid.** 
Here  the  defendant  was  admitted  and  inrolled « 

[Lord  Lyndkurstj  C«  Bi — Does  not,  ''  as  aforesaid**  ree- 
fer to  the  continuance  on  the  roll?  The  prohibitory  part 
lias  the  words  *^  unless  he  shall  continue  on  the  roll." 

(a)  See  22  Geo.  %,  c.  46,  s.  12. 
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>  The  only  point  in  the  case  is  the  omission  of  those  words 
in  the  penal  part.] 

Tlie  subsequent  statute,  passed  so  many  yean  Bfter> 
has  no  specific  allusion  to  the  SS  Geo.  S. 

[Lord  Lyndkuratt  C.  B.— The  e^ct  b  to  make  the  in- 
rcdment  null  and  void.  The  clause  in  question  does  onut 
the  continuance  in  the  penal  part;  but  then  it  has  the 
words  "  OS  aforesaid ;"  does  not  that  mean  the  whole  that 
went  before,  including  the  conlinnancef  He  had  been 
inrolled,  but  the  subsequent  act  rendered  his  iimdment 
null  and  void.  Then  he  did  not  continue  inrolled.  The 
preceding  prohibitory  part  forbids  him  to  practise  unless 
he  continues  inrolled ;  does  not  the  expression  "  so  inroU- 
ed  as  aforesaid,"  in  the  penal  part,  comprehend  the  "  con- 
tinuing"  to  be  inrolled?  I  thmk,  clearly,  it  does.] 

Storks  then  took  some  objections  to  particular  counts, 
but  was  told  by  the  Court,  that,  the  verdict  being  general, 
Ihey  could  not  speculate  upon  what  count  it  Would  be 
entered  up,  there  being  some  good  counts.  He  then 
urged,  that  in  all  the  counts  the  offence  was  laid  to  have 
been  committed  "at  a  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the 
Peace,"  which,  he  said,  was  much  too  general  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.  But  the  Court 
thought  it  clearly  sufficient. 

Lord  Lyndhukst,  C.  B.— I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
should  be  no  rule.  By  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  46,  s.  12,  any 
person  is  prohibited  from  acting  as  an  attorney  at  the 
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tbe  continuing  ao  entered  upon  the  roU^  shall  be  liable  to  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
a  penalty. 

It  appears  that  this  gentleman  had  ^been  admitted  and 
ini^olled  as  an  attorney}  but  that  during  the  years  1815 
and  1816  he  did  not  take  out  a  certificate. 

Now  the  87  Geo.  S,  c.  90,  s.  31,  enacts^  that  if  a  person 
neglects  to  obtain  a  certificate^  &c.9  he  shall  be  incapable 
of  practising;  and  the  admbsion,  entry,  inrolment,  or  re- 
gister, &c.,  shall  be  from  thenceforth  null  and  void. 

By  not  taking  out  his  certificate,  therefore,  this  gentle- 
man's inrohnent  became  and  was  null  and  void.  He, 
therefore,  did  not  continue  inrolled  as  aforesaid ;  and,  not 
continuing  inrolled  as  aforesaid,  and  being  proved  to  have 
practised,  he  becomes  liable  to  the  penalties  in  question. 

Batley,  B. — I  entertain  no  doubt  in  this  case.  The 
section  in  the  22  Geo,  2,  enacts,  that  no  person  shall 
practise  unless  admitted  and  inrolled,  and  unless  he  con- 
tinue so  inrolled  at  the  time  of  his  practising:  and  imme- 

•  •  • 

diately  following  is  the  provision  for  a  penalty  upon  every 
person  who  shall  so  act — "  not  being  admitted  and  inroll- 
ed as  aforesaid,"  that  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  not  only  hav« 
ing  been  admitted  and  inrolled,  but  continuing  to  be  so 
inrolled. 

Then  comes  the  37  Geo.  3,  by  which  the  admission  and 
inrohnent  is  rendered  null  and  void  if  the  party  neglect 
to  take  out  a  certificate  for  a  year. 

The  admittance  and  inrohnent  of  this  person  being  null 
and  void,  this  becomes  tbe  case  of  an  attorney  practising 
who  has  not  been  admitted,  and  who  has  not  been  in- 
rolled. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was 

Refused. 
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£«dk*  iff  PiHUy 


V.  Phillips* 


The  Court  will    AssUMPSIT.    Pl^g— Non  Mttinpftit,  «nd  a  tender 

only  grant  t 

new  trial  when     of  12/.  lOs. 

!!!idJr  20/.?  ^^  ^t^«  ^^'^^  ^^^^  Vaughan,  B.»  at  tin  last  AftdiMB  for 

where  they  can   (he  Gountv  of  Leicester ^  the  Jury  foand  fot  the  defendant, 

grant  it  without  i 

cosu.  OD  the  tender;  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  non*as9umpsit, 

deT^uui^T  with  19/.  10#.  damagee,  in  addition  to  the  18/  lOt. 

was  pleaded, 
and  found  for 

the  defendant,        AdatASf  Seiju,  propoBed  to  move  for  A  new  tirial,  as  on  a 
for  19/.  io«.  for  Tdrdiot  Contrary  to  evidence;  and  be  endeavotired  to  make 

^^^t     ou^'  ^^^^^  in  «ff«ct|  ^^  verdict  was  t&t  SOL,  and  said^ 
pleaded  to  the    that  the  cauto  was  noc  within  the  rule  as  to  rerdiiits  under 

rest  of  the  de- 
mand, the  Court  SOL 
refused  to  hear 
a  motion  for  a 

^'J^^^       Sedi  per  Cnriam^Yovi  are  only  liable  to  pay  19/.  10*. 

by  this  verdict.  The  principle  of  the  rule  is,  that,  if  thef  e 
be  BO  misdirectioni  the  part^  would  have  to  pay  costs ;  and 
tliat  would  not  be  worth  while  ih  cases  under  90/. 

The  Courts  make  a  rule  not  to  grant  a  new  trial  when 
the  verdict  is  for  less  than  SOL^  Unless  in  a  case  where 
they  can  grant  it  without  costs. 

Rule  refused. 


against  evidence. 


Johnson  t.  Rous£. 

The  old  practice  JjM.  ANSEL  applied  for  leave  to  issue  a  distringcts  ailer 

requisite  to  be  ^  ^^it  of  summons  which  had  not  been  personally  served. 

Sdavit"on*  The  affidavit  on  which  this  application  was  made,  did  not 

moving  for  a  set  forth  the  facts  required  to  be  stated  in  the  affidavit, 

distringat  on  a  i  •        i*  ..       .  •  j 

venire,  is  appU-  to  ground  a  motion  for  a  dtstrtngas  upon  a  ventre,  accord- 
prSiess°  ?y  l^ii  ^  *<>  ^^^  ^^^  of  practice  established  in  PiU  v.  Eldred  {a\ 
oftummont,        anj  adhered  to  in  subsequent  cases. 

(«)  1  C.  &  J.  147. 
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Bayley,  B. — The  affidavit  is  defective.     The  rules  *«*.  rf  Pkm, 

1893* 
which  have  been  acted  upon  by  this  Court  in  granting  a 


upon  the  writ  bt venire,  are  properly  applicable 
to  the  new  wni  cS  eummona ;  and  as  this  affidavit  does  not 
state  the  necessary  facts  required  according  to  the  rale 
laid  down  in  Pki  v.  EUred  it  is  insufficient. 

Rule  refused. 


Street  r.  Lord  Alvanley. 

\XODS0N  moved  for  leave  to  issue  a  distringas  on  a  it  !•  neoeoary, 
writ  of  summons,  on  an  affidavit  which   did  not   State  ^^^"^^on^* 
that  the  party  attempting  to  serve  the  writ  had,  when  he  J2^^^^["°' 
last  called  at  the  defendant's  residence  for  the  purpose  of  tempti  to  wnre 

•.    1    «  n*        •  I      t  t        1  the  defendant  tt 

serving  it^  left  a  copy  of  it  with  the  person  he  there  saw.    hu  dwellings 

houie  with  a 
writ  of  tuni* 

BaVley.  B.— It  is  proper,  in  these  cases,  always  to  leave  "P®"*;  ^  **^ 

'^     '^     ^  '  ^  that  the  party 

a  copy  of  the  process.     Where  the  person  who  goes  to  attempting  to 
serve  it  has  an  opportunity  of  giving  the  party  whom  he  ^ceieftacopyof 
sees,  and  by  that  means  the  defendant  also,  the  best  no-  ^Jun  ^h^ 
tice  of  the  object  of  his  visit,  and  of  the  proceedings 
against  him,  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  process,  we  ought 
not  to  be  satisfied  with  notice  of  an  inferior  description. 

Rule  refused. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  in  the 
case  of  Forster  v.  ffUliams,  laid  down  the  same  rule. 
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EscIl  iff  Pleatt 
1832. 


Ward's  Bail. 


Anodcetbatthe  A  NOTICE  of  bail  Stated,  that  he  had  resided  at  the 
**  within"  the  place  mentioned  in  the  notice ''  mthin^  the  last  six  months* 
IlttfiepiiS^mtn-  ^his  was  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  which  stated,  that 
tioned  therein,    he  had  resided  there  "/or**  the  last  six  months. 

it  snlBcient,  *^ 

when  aocom- 

SSd^^J^suting  -B««  objected  that  Rule  2,  T.  T.  1  Will  4,  required 
that  the  bail  has  (but  the  notice  of  bail  should  set  forth  that  the  bail  have 

resided  there 

*'fw**  the  last    resided  at  the  place  mentioned  during  the  whole  of  the  last 

six  months,  a-        •  .1 

greeably  to  the     »«  DlOUthS. 
form  prescribed 
by  Rule  3  of 

T.  T.  1  wm.  4.       ComtfUf  c<mirh. — In  Fenion  v.  Warre{a),  Bayletff  B., 

held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  that  statement  in 
express  terms.  He  admitted  that  the  affidavit  ought  to 
state  a  residence  for  the  last  six  months,  according  to  the 
form  prescribed  in  Rule  3,  which  had,  in  that  case,  been 
strictly  followed;  and  he  contended,  that,  at  all  events,  as 
the  notice  had  been  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  stating 
the  fact  of  a  residence  **for^  the  last  six  months,  the  de- 
fect was  supplied. 

Butt  said,  as  to  Fenion  v.  Warre,  that  Vaughan,  B.,  had 
ruled  otherwise;  and  that  the  practice  of  the  K.  B.  in  this 
respect  was  in  future  to  prevail  in  the  Exchequer. 

GuRNEY,  B.— To  satbfy  the  intention  of  this  rule,  I 
think  the  notice  ought  to  state  that  the  bail  has  resided 
there  all  the  six  months ;  because  the  rule  further  requires, 
that,  where  there  has  been  more  than  one  residence  dur- 
ing that  period,  the  notice  shall  specify  all  the  streets  or 
places  in  which  he  has  resided  at  any  time  within  the  last 
six  months.    If  the  present  notice  were  held  sufficient, 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  Jerv.  64. 
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baQ  might  jastify,  though  he  had  gone  to  reside  in  this   Sxeh.  t/  pteag, 
place  only  a  day  or  two  before,  as  that  would  be  residing  -* 

within  the  last  six  months.  Waed's  Bali. 

Upon  the  latter  part  of  ComytCs  argument, 

GuRNEY,  B.,  after  consulting  the  Court,  said — We  think 
that  as  the  notice  was  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  he  had  resided  during  the  whole  six  months,  it  is 
sufficient. 


Chandler  v.  Brouohton. 
JLRESPASS  for  driving  a  gig  against  the  church  in  Where  the  de- 

-g-         2.         m  fendant  was  Ai* 

luongnam  riaee.  ting  by  hii  aer- 

At  the  trial  before  Bayletf,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit-  J^JJ^^J?^". 

tings  after  last  Trimty  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  de-  gig*  &nd  the 

fendant  was  sitting  by  his  servant,  who  drove  the  gig,  and  and  an  immedi- 

the  horse  ran  away  with  them,  and  did  the  mischief  in  done^to'^r*' 

question.  plaintira  pro- 

^  ,  ,  perty:— Htflcfy 

It  was  objected  that  the  action  should  have  been  that  the  action 
brought  in  case;  the  learaed  Baron  reserved  the  point;  ^^trnpau!^ 
and  the  plaintijOThad  a  verdict 

Harruon  now  moved,  by  leave  of  the  learned  Baron, 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

\Bayleyy  B. — Is  there  any  case  which  militates  against 
this  position ;  that  if  the  owner  is  in  the  carriage,  sitting 
by  the  driver,  the  act  of  driving  by  the  servant  is  the  act 
of  the  master?    The  reason  is,  that  the  master  has  the  * 
immediate  control  over  the  servant.] 

The  case  of  a  pilot  steering  a  ship  is  contrary. 

[Bayley,  B. — The  pilot  is  independent  of  the  master, 
and  therefore  that  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule.] 


90 
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Chandler 

V. 

Broughton. 


Baylby,  B.-^Tbe  accident  arose  from  driTing  the  horse 
in  single  harness*  The  point  I  left  to  the  Jury  was«  wbe« 
ther  he  was  a  fit  horse  to  drive  in  single  harness. 

The  rule  is  this :  if  master  and  servant  are  sitting  toge- 
ther,  and  the  servant  is  driving  the  master,  the  act  of  the 
servant  is  the  act  of  the  master,  and  the  trespass  of  the 
oervant  is  the  trespass  of  the  master. 

Here  the  act  is  immediately  iiyurious  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  master  was  present. 

I  think  that  where  the  master  is  sitting  by  the  side  of 
his  servant,  and  the  servant  does  an  act  immediately  inju- 
rious to  the  plaintiff,  an  action  of  trespass  is  the  proper 
remedy. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 

Refused. 


D«fendaii|  and 
his  surety  sign- 
ed a  ipromissory 
note.     Deftn- 
dant  was  after- 
wards discharg- 
ed under  the 
Insolvent  Act. 
The  payee  ap- 
plied to  the 
surety  for  pay- 
ment, where- 
upon the  defen- 
dant, to  prevent 
the  surely  be- 
ing sued,  join- 
ed him  in  a 
new  note: — 
HeU,inwLn  ac- 
tion by  the  pay- 
ee, that  he  could 
not  recover  on 
this  note  against 
the  defendant, 
as  it  was  a  new 
contract  for  the 
old  debt,  though 


Evans  v.  Williams. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  drawn  by  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Edwards. 

Pleas — General  issue,  and  discharge  under  the  Insolvent 

Act. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson^  J.;  at  the  last  Summer  As* 
sizes  for  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant,  and  Edwards  as  bis  surety,  had  formerly  given 
a  promissory  note,  to  secure  to  the  plaintiff  the  payment 
of  a  sum  of  money  due  for  sheep  sold  to  the  defendant  by 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  took  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors*  Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57|  and  was  discharged 
from  the  debt.  Afterwards,  the  plaintiff  applied  to  Ed* 
wards  for  the  amount  of  the  note;  and,  to  prevent  pro- 
ceedings against  Edwards,  the  note  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration was  given  by  the  defendant  to  Edwards^  for  the 

the  new  comldenition  of  ibrtvearance  to  the  surety  was  added. 
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iBUHBit  of  the  old  note^  with  intercit  rad  charges.    Upon  ^^^'^^ 

tbeee  facts,  the  learned  Judgo  nonauitod  tbo  plaintiff^  but  ^—  ^..i^ 
gave  him  loaTo  to  moTe  to  enter  a  wrdiet  for  the  anaeiint        ^^^"' 
of  the  note.  Wik.i.um«. 

Johm  Evans  now  moved  accordingly. — There  was  a  new 
eonsideration  of  ferhearaneo.  [Bayley^  B.«««It  is  a  new 
eoBslderation  fop  a  promise  to  pay  the  old  debt  Lord 
Lyndhuni,  C.  B. — ^The  defendant  owed  a  debt ;  this  is  a 
new  eentract  to  secure  that  old  debt.]  The  7  Qeo.  4, 
0. 57,  8. 61,  applies  only  to  oases  where  the  old  debt  is  the 
sole  consideration  for  the  new  promise.  Before  that  set 
pasted,  a  cognovit  given  by  an  insolvent,  af^r  his  dis* 
charge,  on  proceedings  commenced  before,  constituted  a 
new  promise,  upon  which  he  became  liable,  notwithstand- 
ing his  discharge.  Sweenie  ▼.  Sharp  (a).  The  6 1st  see* 
tictiof  this  act  was  introduced  to  remedy  this  evil;  but 
does  not  apply  where  there  is  a  distinct  consideration  for 
the  defendant's  promise,  independent  of  the  original  debt, 
as  hi  the  present  case.  Here  the  old  debt  of  the  defen- 
dant was  discharged  by  the  act;  yet  Edwards  still  re- 
mained liable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  second  note  was  giv- 
en, not  as  a  new  contract  or  security  for  the  extinguished 
debt  of  the  defendant,  but  as  a  security  for  the  subsisting 
debt  of  Edwards.  It  was  a  contract  to  pay  the  debt  of 
Edwards,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  forbearance  to 
nie  him.  It  is  clear^  that  such  a  contract  would  be  valid, 
if  made  by  any  third  party ;  and,  under  the  circnmstances 
of  this  case,  the  act  does  not  protect  the  defendant. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — I  think  that  the  nonsuit  was 
right.  The  defendant  executes  a  fresh  note,  including 
the  same  sum  of  money.  That  note  was  for  the  same  debt 
or  sum  of  money  for  which  the  defendant  was  liable  be- 
fore.   The  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  61,  enactsi   that  no  action 

(a)  4  Bing.  37- 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,   shall  be  brought  for  any  such  debt  or  sum  of  irioney»  or 
^  '  ^     upon  any  new  contract  or  security  for  payment  thereof. 
Evans        Now^  18  not  this  a  new  contract  for  the  same  debt  or  sum 
Williams,      of  money?     The  only  new  ingredient  is  an  additional  con- 
sideration thrown  in. 

* 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  been 
urged,  that  the  defendant,  after  his  discharge/ was  in  the 
same  situation  as  any  third  person.  I  think  that  he  stands 
in  a  different  situation,  and  that  the  act  of  Parliament 
prevents  him  from  incurring  this  liabiUty  in  the  manner  in 
which  another  person  might  hare  done. 

By  the  act,  the  future  effects  of  the  insolvent  may  be 
distributed  amongst  his  creditors.  At  the  period  when 
the  note  was  given,  those  future  effects  were  liable.  The 
legislature,  seeing  the  condition  in  which  the  act  places 
the  insolvent  in  this  respect,  make  a  provision,  which  puts 
it  out  of  his  power  to  subject  himself  to  the  old  debt,  and 
makes  him  not  liable  upon  a  new  contract  for  the  old  debt. 
Now,  is  not  this  a  new  contract  for  the  old  debt?  It  is 
said  that  the  old  debt  was  discharged.  But  Edwards  re- 
mained liable  to  the  old  debt,  and'  the  security  is  given  for 
the  old  debt ;  for,  if  the  property  or  future  effects  of  the 
insolvent  shopld  yield  9!ds.  in  the  pound,  that  would  go  in 
exoneratioh  of  the  note ;  and  it  is  clear,  that  the  payee  of 
the  note  could  not  be  entitled  to  satisfaction  from  both. 
That  shews  clearly  that  the  note  was  given  for.  the  old 
debt;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Parliament,  this  defendant  is  not  liable  upon  a 
new  contract  to  pay  that  old  debt. 

4 

Boll  AND,  B. — The  case  is  within  both  the  mischief 
and  the  letter  of  the  act.  Williams  clearly  came  forward 
to  secure  the  same  debt. 

GuKNEY,  B.,  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 

Refused. 


I 
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Etch,  of  Pleoi, 
1832. 

GoDDARD  9.  Hodges. 

Ass  VMPSIT  for  money  paid.     Plea — general  issue,      a.  b.^  at  the  re- 
•  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B.,  at  the  Lon-  pidntiff/became 
don  Sittings  after  last  Triniiy  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  J^ares^for  ^he 
defendant  was  chairman  of  the  committee  of  a  company  bene£t  of  the 
for  building  a  bridge  over  the  Thames.      The  plaintiff  company  to 
was  the  solicitor  to  the  undertaking,  and  brought  this  ac-  Jff^^J^.^i?ck^^^^ 
tion  to  recover  the  amount  of  advertisements  in  the  news-  '^^^  plaintiff 

1     i»i  .  .         .  ^,  1  paid  the  depoiiu 

papers,  and  of  his  expenses  m  a  journey  to  Chester^  taken  and  all  ex- 
by  him  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking.  SSirefc°"inan 

A  witness  of  the  name  of  Fall  was  called  on  the  part  of  ■*^**?"  **y  *"*" 

^  against  a  mem- 

the  defendant,  who  proved  that  the  plaintiff  called  upon  berofthecom- 
him  about  taking  shares.    Upon  that  occasion  Fall  told  f^id^out  for^the^ 
the  plaintiff  that  he  had  no  money,  and  must  leave  such  un-  "**°^|^\d°"7- 
dertakings  to  more  opulent  men.    Plaintiff  then  said,  that  tising,  and  in 
as  solicitor  to  the  company  he  could  not  take  shares  him-  Held,  that  the 
self,  but  if  Fall  would  allow  him  to  use  hU  name,  he  would  J^^e^^e^  m 
pay  the  deposit  and  every  thing  required.     The  plaintiff  ^»"e  ****  '*** 
also  said,  that  he  expected  to  be  continued  solicitor  to  the  was  the  oaten- 
concern.     Fall  consented  to  allow  his  name  to  be  used^      a  g^nerar 
and,  in  consequence   of  this   agreement,  registered  his  S^Y^^H^^^J^ 
name  as  a  shareholder,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  brought  prior  legal,  and 
him  a  receipt  for  ten  shares.     Fall  was  never  called  upon  quent  equitable, 
at  any  time  to  jiay  any  thing  in  respect  of  these  shares.       d«™*°  • 

He  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  had  never  com- 
municated the  circumstance  to  any  body,  but  he  thought 
that  some  of  the  committee  suspected  it. 

It  appeared  that  a  sum  of  2001,  had  been  paid  on  ac- 
count, which  covered  all  that  part  of  the  demand  which 
had  accrued  before  FalFs  name  was  registered  as  a  share- 
holder. 

The  Jury,  in  answer  to  the  questions  left  to  them  by 
the  learned  Judge,  said  that  they  believed  Fall,  and  that 
he  held  the  shares  for  the  plaintiff. 

VOL.  I.  D 


Sif  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 

Exah,  of  Pleas,       A  verdict  was  then  taken  for  94/.  4*.,  with  leave  to  move 
1832. 

-     to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

GODDARD 

HoDOEs.  Goulbum,  Serjt.^  in  this  term  moved  for  a  rule  nisi- 

accordingly.    He  cited  Holmes  v.  Higgins  (a),  and  Mil- 
bum  v.  Codd  (&)y  and  contended  that  this  case  was  similar^ 
in  principle  to  those  cases,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not* 
sue,  he  being  virtually  and  substantially  a  partner;  and 
that  he  conld  not  be  allowed  to  do  by  another  what  he> 
could  not  do  himself. 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  observed  that  the  point  was, 
that  FaU  was  a  trustee  for  Goddard. 

Batley,  B.y  inquired  whether  the  debt  was  incurred 
before  the  plaintiff  applied  toPa^  to  take  the  shares;  and 
was  informed  that  it  was  incurred  long  before. 

Rule  MtW  granted. 

HoU  and  Hoggins  shewed  cause. — Goddard  never  was 
a  partner  in  fact.  An  agreement  between  him  and  the 
other  members  would  be  necessary  to  make  him  a  partner, 
as  between  him  and  those  other  members. 

In  Bray  v.  Fromont  (c),  it  was  held  that  a  stranger 
could  not  be  imposed  on  a  partnership  body  without  their 
consent.  [Lord  Lyndhurst.  C.  B. — If  Fall  was  acting 
merely  as  Goddard's  agent,  would  not  Goddard  be  liable 
for  the  debts  of  the  concern,  equally  with  the  other  mem- 
bers. If  so,  he  is  suing  himself  in  this  action.]  He  is  an* 
swerable  to  the  public,  but  he  is  not  answerable  to  the 
company ;  as  between  him  and  the  company,  he  is  not  a 
partner,  for  he  could  not  be  imposed  on  the  company  as 
a  partner  without  their  assent.     [Bayley,  B. — From  what 

(a)  1 B.  &  C.  74 ;  2  Dowl.  &  R.      238,  S.  C. 
196,5.  C.  (c)  Mad.  &  Geld.  6. 

(6)  7B.&0.4I9;  IMan.&R. 
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GODDARD 
HODOES. 


the  plaintiff  said,  it  seems  that  any  body  might  be  a  mem-  Eich,  of  Pkas, 
ber  except  the  solicitor.  The  solicitor,  in  fraud  of  that 
arrangement,  gets  his  money  introduced  into  the  concern,, 
and  gets  all  the  benefits  of  it;  is  it  not  just  that  he  should 
contribute  to  pay  the  debts?  I  quite  agree  that  his  fraud 
may  deprive  him  of  the  advantages,  but  can  it  take  away 
his  liabilities?  Suppose  the  partnership  very  profitable, 
and  that  Goddard  had,  through  the  agency  of  Fall, 
participated  in  the  profits  to  a  large  amount;  and  sup- 
pose that  Fall  were  a  bankrupt,  and  the  company  were 
sued,  and  obliged  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  concern, 
would  not  Goddard  be  liable  to  the  other  partners  for 
contribution?  Would  not  the  other  partners  have  a 
right  to  say,  that,  by  the  fraudulent  (a)  use  of  Fall's 
name,  he  has  shared  profits,  and  should,  therefore,  con- 
tribute to  the  losses?]  If  A,,  B.,  and  C.  are  partners,  and 
C.  makes  a  sub-contract  with  2).,  D.  would  not  be  liable 
as  a  partner.  Coope  v.  Eyre  (6),  Saville  v.  Robertson  (e). 
[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Would  not  Goddard  be  liable 
to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  this  very  debt?  If  so, 
how  can  he  sue  for  it  in  a  Court  of  law?  It  is  money  laid 
out  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  concern.  FcM  is 
his  agent  as  well  as  trustee,  and  Goddard  cannot  be  in  a 
better  situation  than  Fall^  who  acted  for  him  as  his  agent. 
Bayley,  B. — If  Goddard  had  sued  the  whole  concern  for 
a  debt  contracted  whilst  FaU  was  the  ostensible  partner, 
could  he  have  had  execution  against  Fall?  Or,  suppose 
the  present  plaintiff*  recovered  against  Hodges  the  defen- 
dant, would  not  Hodges  have  an  action  for  contribution 


(a)  The  Court  expluned  that 
they  did  not  mean  any  imputation 
of  moral  fraud.  In  point  of  fact 
there  was  no  regulation  to  pre- 
vent the  solicitor  from  holding 
shares.  Probably  the  plain tifTs 
object  in  using  Fulti  name  was, 


that  he  might  not  be  precluded 
from  suing,  according  to  the  cases 
of  Holmes  v.  Higgins,  and  Milburn 
V.  Codd, 

(b)  [  H.  Bl.  37. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  725. 


d2 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  against  Fallf  and  would  not  Fall  have  a  right  to  sue  God- 
'  ^  dard  for  his  reimbursement?  If  ^.  and  B^  are  partners 
OoDOAKD  in  a  ship,  and  C.  buys  a  share,  ostensibly  for  himself,  but 
H0DQE8.  really  for  and  with  the  money  of  Z).,  cannot  all  the  fair 
contractors  who  have  furnished  provisions,  &c.,  say,  thai 
they  were  furnished  for  the  benefit  of  D.,  and  sue  him, 
not  as  a  sub-contractor,  coming  in  under  C,  but  as  if  he, 
Z>.,  had  always  been  the  real  joint  owner.  Whether 
there  were  any  fraud  or  not,  the  objection  arises,  when  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  real  partner,  and  Fall  only 
the  nominal  one.]  At  all  events,  as  part  of  the  demand 
arose  before  FaWs  name  was  registered,  the  plaintiff  haa 
a  right  of  action.  The  200/.  was  paid  in  generally  on  ac- 
count, and  there  was  no  specific  appropriation.  [Bayley^ 
B. — A  partner  would  have  no  legal  right  until  a  settle- 
ment of  the  accounts.  Could  the  payment  be  applied  to  a 
demand  for  which  there  was  no  legal  right?  Here  is  one 
sum  for  which  the  party  is  liable  at  law,  and  another  sum 
for  which  he  is  not,  but  for  which  he  may  be  liable  in 
equity;  and  the  demand  for  which  he  is  liable  at  law  is  the 
earliest.  I  think  that  you  must  apply  the  payment  to  the 
demand  for  which  the  party  was  liable  at  law  (a).] 

Goulbum,  Serjt,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — This  is  an  action  which  has 
been  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  a  sum  of  money 
from  the  defendant,  who  is  a  partner  in  the  company,  for 
money  laid  out  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  desire  of  the  com- 
pany. There  is  no  doubt  but  that  this  money  was  ex- 
pended by  the  plaintiff;  the  question  is,  whether  he  is  en- 

(a)  Clayton*9  case,  1  Merivale,  at  law  for  the  subtequent  legal 

572;  Birch  v.  TebbuU,  2  Starkie,  debt.    See  also,  on  this  subject, 

N.  P.  C.  74.  In  Bosanquet  v.  Wrai/,  Cruikshanks  v.  Rose,  2  M.  &  M. 

6  Taunton,  597,  it  had  been  held,  100,  6  C.  &  P.  19,  S,  C;   Wright 

that  a  creditor  might  apply  the  v.  Laing,  3  B.  &  C.  165;  4  Dowl. 

payment  to  the  discharge  of  a  &  R.  783,  S.  C. 
prior  equitable  demand,  and  sue 
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tided  to  recover  it  at  law  from  the  defendant,  or.  in  other  E^ch,  oj  Phoi, 

1832. 
words,  from  the  company.    One  point  which  was  made  is,  ^  '  ^ 

that  a  part  of  this  demand  arose  before  those  circumstances      Goddarb 

occurred,  which  the  defendant  contends  have  the  effect       Hodoei. 

of  preventing  the  plaintiff's  right  of  suing.     But  I  am  of 

opinion  that  this  is  no  answer  to  the  objection,  becausei 

I  think,  that  under  the  circumstances  the  sum  of  SOOL^ 

which  has  been  paid  on  account,  must  be  appropriated  to 

the  earlier  items. 

On  the  remainder  of  the  claim  the  question  arises, 
whether  the  circumstances  which  occurred  relating  to  the 
shares  held  by  Fall  for  Mr.  Goddard,  were  of  such  a  na- 
ture as  to  deprive  the  latter  of  his  right  to  sue. 

Now,  according  to  the  evidence  of  Fall,  it  appears,  that 
Mr.  Goddard  represented  to  him,  that  as  solicitor  to  the 
company  he  could  not  hold  shares;  and,  that  he  requested 
FaU  to  allow  him  to  use  his  name,  and  he  would  pay  the 
deposit.  In  consequence,  FaWs  name  was  registered,  and 
the  plaintiff  afterwards  brought  him  the  receipts  for  ten 
shares ;  FaU  then  became  ostensibly  a  member ;  but  I  con« 
aider  that  Goddard  was  really  the  member  of  this  com- 
pany, and  that  he  stood  in  the  situation  of  bebg  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  concern. 

Now  the  claim  here  is  for  a  debt  against  the  company, 
and,  therefore,  on  the  ordinary  principle  that  one  partner 
cannot  recover  against  another  at  law,  because  he  would 
be  liable  to  contribute,  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  must  fail 
in  this  action.  I  consider  Fall  as  a  mere  agent,  and  the 
case  is  really  the  same  as  if  Goddard^s  name  was  actually 
on  the  books  of  the  company  as  a  member. 

Bayley,  B. — It  is  a  clear  rule  that  one  partner  cannot 
sue  another  at  law,  until  a  balance  is  ascertained ;  and  this 
is  a  proper  and  just  rule»  because  where  one  partner  sues 
another  for  what  he  has  expended  for  the  joint  concern, 
he  is  endeavouring  to  enforce  a  claim  for  all  which  he  has 
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^"^^Lf""'  '"''1  *•"'•  Without  at  all  considering  whether  other  members 

\.^_^_>     of  the  partnership  may  not  jiave  laid  out  to  the  same  ex- 

GoootBD      tent.     Whenever,  therefore,  it  is  made  out  that  the  rela- 

HoDoEB.       tion  of  partnership  exists,  this  objection  is  let  in.    The 

principle  on  vhicb  this  objection  of  partnership  prevails 

is,  that  the  partner  suing  is  bound  joinUy  with  the  other 

partners  to  contribute  to  that  and  all  the  other  partnership 

debts. 

TbeJ  question  then  is,  is  Goddard  a  partner  or  not 
in  this  company?  In  a  concern  of  this  nature  there  is  no 
anxiety  as  to  the  situation  of  life  of  the  subscribers,  but 
every  person  who  pays  bis  money,  and  puts  down  his 
name,  is  readily  admitted  as  a  partner.  Goddard  either 
stood  in  a  predicament  by  which  he  was  excluded  from 
becoming  a  partner  by  the  nature  of  his  situation,  or  be 
might  think  that  his  becoming  a  partner  would  render 
him  liable  to  prejudices  in  respect  of  such  situation, 
and,  therefore,  he  did  not  think  fit  to  be  entered  on 
the  books  as  an  ostensible  partner;  but  is  he  or  is  he 
not  a  real  partner?  He  applies  to  Fall.  Fall  says, 
I  hare  no  money,  and  that  he  leaves  such  tilings  to 
more  opulent  persons.  He  asks  Fall  to  allow  him  to  use 
his  name.  The  shares  are  taken  in  Falfsname,  but  God- 
dard pays  all  the  calls.  Now,  as  between  FaU  and  God- 
dard, who  would  be  entitled  to  any  benefit?  Would  not 
every  thing  received  by  Fall  on  such  shares  be  received 
by  him  to  Goddard's  use?  If  a  loss  happened,  ought 
Fall,  as  between  him  and  Goddard,  to  contribute  to  bear 
it?     It  would  be  most  unjust  if  he  were. 

The  substance  is  this,  you  shall  be  the  nominal,  but  I 
will  be  the  real  partner.  That  is  in  effect  the  same,  as  far 
as  relates  to  all  other  persons,  as  if  tfae  plaintiff  had  been 
the  ostensible  partner.  The  concealing  that  he  was  the  real 
partner  can  make  no  difference  eitberjin  justice  or  at  law. 
Now  the  demand  was  split  into  two ;  and,  if  any  part 
had  accrued  before  Fall  became  the  nominal  partner,  I 
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should'  have  thought  that  the  objection  ought  not  to  pre-  Bxeh.  of  PUa» 
vail  as  to  that  part.     But  the  general  payment  which  has  ^ 

been  made  is  an  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  argument  in  this  Goddard 
respect,  because  it  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  earlier  de-  hodge«. 
mand ;  and  because  it  is  the  earlier  part  of  the  demand 
alone  on  which  a  legal  claim  ca^  arise.  If  there  be  a  legal 
debt,  and  a  claim  which  would  only  become  a  legal  debt 
on  a  settlement  of  the  partnership  accounts  and  a  strik- 
ing of  a  balance,  we  are  bound  to  consider  a  general  pay- 
ment as  applicable  to  the  legal  debt. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

■  « 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit  (a). 

(a)  The  Court  thought  it  reason-      tercd  instead  of  a  verdict  for  de- 
able  that  a  nonsuit  diould  be  en-      fendant,  as  prayed  by  the  rule. 


Doe  d.  Clahke  v,  Clarke. 

J.N  ejectment,  before  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B.,  at  the  last  A  testator,  aOei 

Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  o(  Chester;  the  only  ques*  panofhispro- 

tion  was,  whether  Richard  Clarke,  the  father  of  the  lessor  g^'^'J  "sT^aL 

of  the  plaintiff,  took  an  estate  for  hfe  or  in  fee  under  the  adequate  forthj 

j»  Vi  t  payment  of  his 

wul  OX  Edward  Clarke,  which  was  as  follows : —  just  debts,  gave 

"  I,  Edward  Clarke,  of  Hough,  in  the  county  of  Ches^  jj.  c.  aiTthat 
ter,  clerk,  revoking  all  former  wills  by  me  made,  declare  ^^*"^1fh  au'**' 
this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament.    First,  I  give  and  iands  apper- 
bequeath,  and  charge  such  part  of  my  property  as  may  be  same,  lately  in 

the  possession  o 

G.  S,  of  W,y  or 

Us  mortgagee,  the  said  property  lying  and  being  in  the  township  of  IF.,  and  also  gave  to  R,  C,  a] 

the  share,  right,  and  property  of  the  U»  estate,  situate  in  the  county  of  Chester,  as  left  by  his  lati 

father: — HeU,  thai  A.C  took  a  life  estate  only,  in  the  premises  in  U^, 
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[n*.  */  Pkms,  meeetsary  amd  adequate /or  tie  pa jpmnt  i^mjfjmtt  debU, 
-  after  which  I  will  as  fiiDowa — I  fbrgire  u>d  diwluige  my 

Dm  moCher,  Stisab^A  Clarke,  from  the  pajioent  of  afl  snms 

CLtau  of  mooey  due  from  her  to  me  of  erer;  kind  and  sort  what- 
Ct.*B<K.  ■oe^ei't  to  enable  ber  to  apply  the  tame  for  her  own  sole 
use  aod  benefit.  1  also  give  and  bequeath  to  my  brotherj 
Ckarlea  Clarke,  the  sum  of  one  bimdred  guineas,  with  the 
watch  left  to  me  by  my  bther.  I  likewise  give  and  be- 
queath to  my  god-daughter,  HetUr  Clarke,  the  smn  of 
lOOL  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  my  brother}  Richard 
Clarke,  all  tkat  dweHimg-Momte,  taalt-kilm,  stable,  amdgar- 
de»,  with  all  landa  appertmiang  to  ike  same,  lately  m  tke 
pottetaioM  ofJohm  Steele,  of  tVjfbmUnay,  or  Ms  mortga- 
gee, tke  said  property  lying  and  being  m  tke  tomulup  of 
tVybnnbury.  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  my  brother, 
Richard  Clarke,  all  the  share,  right,  and  property  of  the 
Hough  estate,  situate  in  the  county  of  Che^er,  as  left  by 
my  late  Gi^r.  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  the  Reverend 
Swimterton  Clarke,  and  my  brother  Richard  Clarke,  upon 
trust,  all  the  money  or  property  that  may  hereafter  become 
due  to  me  or  my  heirs,  upon  the  death  of  my  mother  Eli' 
xabeth  Clarke,  (the  sune  being  part  of  the  property  se- 
cured to  her  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  or  towards 
the  payment  of  lOOt.  per  annum,  as  an  annuity  granted  her 
by  the  wilt  of  my  late  father),  the  same  to  be  put  out  upon 
lawful  interest,  and  applied  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of 
the  children  of  Richard  and  Dorothy  Clarke,  that  now  are 
or  may  hereafter  he  by  tbem  begotten,  and  the  same  to  be 
paid  to  them  severally  and  in  equal  parts  as  they  shall 
marry  or  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  I  hereby 
nominate  Elixabeth  Clarke,  Charles  Clarke,  and  Richard 
Clarke,  executors  of  this  my  wilL  I  likewise  appoint  Eli- 
xabeth Clarke  residuary  legatee  to  the  same.     In  witness 

&C." 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  Richard  Clarke 
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took  an  estate  for  life  only  in  the  premises  in  Wybunhury  ^^\^(f^^' 
under  this  demise,  and  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

J^ames,  Seijt.,  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  nonsiut — 
Richard  Clarke  took  an  estate  in  fee  under  the  will  of  Ed- 
ward  Clarke.    The  testator  charges  such  part  of  his  pro- 
perty as  was  necessary  to  pay  his  debts.    That  charges  his 
real  property.    [Lord  Lyndhurstg  C.  B. — The  individual 
taking  the  life  estate  is  not  charged.   The  estate  is  charged, 
and  the  individual  takes  it  subject  to  the  charge.    Where 
the  individual  is  charged,  he  must  hold  it  for  a  time  long 
enough  to  make  him  no  loser;  but  where  the  estate  is 
charged,  the  charge  follows  the  estate,  and  each  takes  it 
subject  to  the  charge.]    The  distinction  is  taken  between 
a  charge  out  of  the  rents  and  pro6ts,  and  a  charge  on  the 
estate.     In  Doe  v.  Richards  (a),  a  devise  of  all  the  residue 
of  the  devisor's  lands,  hereditaments,  goods,  chattels,  and 
personal  estates,  his  legacies  and  funeral  expenses  being 
thereout  paid,  was  held  to  pass  a  fee.      [Lord  LynMurst, 
C.  B. — That  imported  being  thereout  paid  by  the  devi- 
9ee{b).     Bayley,  B. — Here,  before  the  devisor  gives  the 
estate  to  the  party  claiming,  he  charges  it.   Now,  would  not 
that  charge  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  heir-at-law?    In 
Doe  V.  Richards  the  devise  to  the  party  comes  first,  and 
the  testator  then  says — my  legacies  and  funeral  expenses 
being  paid  thereout;  that  must  be  by  the  devisee ;  he  charges 
the  estate  into  whatever  hands  it  may  come.     If  the  devi- 
see be  personally  charged  with  the  payment  of  debts,  or 
if  the  debts  be  charged  on  the  quantum  of  estate  given  to 
the  devisee,  he  takes  the  fee.    Doe  v.  SneUing  (e).    To 
make  a  charge  pass  a  fee,  it  must  either  charge  the  de- 
visee or  the  huids  in  his  hands.    Roe  v.  Dawe  (d).    Now 

(a)  3  T.  R.  366.  eherdt,mDoer.Snelling,6EMUS6. 

{b)  See  Mr.  Justice  Asktinfi  (c)  5  East,  98. 

judgment, ibid s  aDdseeLordE^  {d)  3M.&S.518;  andsee2N. 

^tnWougVf  remarks  on  Doe  V.  JRi-  R.343;  5  T.  11.658. 
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in  tbcf  present  case  this  is  not  a  charge  on  the  devisee 
personally,  nor  is  it  a  charge  on  the  estate  of  the  devisee. 
It  is  a  charge  on  the  estate  whether  in  the  hands  of  tenant 
for  life,  or  in  fee.  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — ^It  is  a  charge 
on  the  whole  estate,  not  on  the  inti^rest  which  the  devise^ 
takes.] 


Jones,  Serjt,  then  submitted,  that  the  word  property 
would  pass  the  fee,  but — 

Per  Curiam. — The  word  *^  property"  ia  Aot  Us^d  there 
to  describe  the  quantum  of  the  estate  to  be  takes,  but  the 
local  situation  of  the  premises. 

Rule  refused. 


A  codicil  was 
duly  executed 
and  attested, 
and  expressly 
referred  to  an 
unexecuted  will 
on  the  same  pa- 
per:— Held, 
that  such  exe* 
cution  gave  ef- 
fect to  the  will, 
and  that  it 
thereby  became 
a  good  will  of 
lands. 


Doe  dem.  Williams  r.  Evans. 

^Ejectment  by  devisee  against  heir*  At  the  trial  at 
the  last  Summer  Assises  for  the  county  of  Carmarihen, 
before  Alderson,  J.,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts 
of  the  case.  In  December,  1829,  the  testator,  David 
Evans,  had  requested  a  dissenting  minister  to  prepare  a 
will  for  him,  which  he  did,  containing,  amongst  other 
things,  the  devise  of  the  property  in  question  to  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff.  A  blank  was  left  for  the  names  of  the  ex- 
ecutors. The  will  was  written  on  the  first  page  of  a  sheet 
of  foolscap  paper,  which  first  page  ended  with  the  words, 
^*  In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal 
this  8th  day  of  December,  1829;*'  and,  on  the  second  page, 
an  attestation  was  written  as  follows — **  Signed,  sealed,  and 
published  by  the  within*named  David  Evans,  as  and  for  his 
last  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence  of  us,  who^  at  his 
request^  in  his  presence,  and  in  the  presence  of  each  other, 
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have  hereunto  set  and  subscribed  our  names  as  witnesses   E:teh.t>fPtea9, 
hereto."  ^^- 

There  was  no  signature  or  seal  to  this  will>  or  signature 
of  witnesses. 

About  a  fortnight  after  this  will  had  been  prepared ^  the 
testator  sent  to  the  same  minister^  and  said  he  wanted  a 
codicil  to  his  will.  A  codicil  was  accordingly  prepared, 
and  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper^  lower  down  on  the 
second  page  than  the  end  of  the  above  attestation.  The 
codicil  was  as  follows: — 

"  Codicil. — I,  David  Evans^  make  a  codicil  to  the  fore- 
going will,  and  thereby  ordain,  that  my  wife,  Ann  Evans, 
be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  200/.  of  my  property ,  in  case  she 
shoald  marry  (a).  [no  date]. 

Witness  David  Evans  [no  seal]. 

John  WilUams. 
John  Harry  Logingoch, 
WiUiam  HoweUr 

This  codicil  was  regularly  signed  by  the  testatori  on  the 
30th  January^  1999,  in  the  presence  of  the  three  attesting 
witnesses.  He  said  to  the  witnesses,  before  the  paper 
was  produced,  that  his  will  was  in  the  desk.  When 
brought  out,  he  folded  it  up,  so  that  the  former  parts  of 
the  paper  could  not  be  seen ;  and  he  said,  this  is  my  will, 
and  something  else,  which  the  witness  who  deposed  to 
these  facts  could  not  remember.  On  these  facts,  the 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  the  execution  of  the 
codicil  was  a  good  execution  of  the  will;  and  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Whiicombe  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  and  stated  the 
foregoing  facts.    The  will  was  a  nullity  in  its  creation, 

l«)  By  the  former  will,  nothiDg  was  left  to  the  wife  in  case  of  her 
second  marriage. 


44  CABES  IH  TUG  XXCUEQVER, 

MmS.  s/Pitai,   and  cannot  be  made  good  by  matter  ex  post  facto,   Attor- 
^  ,    ^  ney-GejiertU  ^.  Barnes  {a).     It  appears,  from  the  instru- 

DoB  ment  itself,  that  it  is  incomplete,  inasmuch  as  the  testator 
WuLiAXB  b&s  not  filled  up  the  blank  with  the  names  of  the  execu- 
_  °'  tors,  whom,  it  appears,  he  intended  to  appoint  to  execute 

it.  {Bayley,  B. — The  execation  of  the  codicil  will  have 
the  effect  of  brining  down  the  will,  and  making  it 
speak  at  the  time  of  the  codicil  being  executed,  unless 
you  can  shew  that  he  intended  to  execute  the  codicil 
only,  and  not  to  gire  efiect  to  the  will.  Carleton  r. 
Gr\ffin  (b)  is  in  point.]  That  case  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present.  In  Carleton  v.  Gr\ffin,  there  was 
not  only  a  reference  to  the  former  part,  but  a  referemK 
to  it  as  a  subsisting  instrument,  by  the  words,  "  and 
this  not  to  disannul  any  of  the  former  part  made  by  me 
2nd  of  May,  1752;"  and  Lord  Mansfield  there  says,  "It 
is  not  stated  to  be  a  will  or  a  codicil,  but  a  sheet  of  psper 
written,  &c.  It  is  a  memorandum  to  be  added  to  it  But 
he  does  not  call  this  a  codicil.  The  publication  of  it  is  as 
a  will.  He  takes  up  tlie  paper,  and  says,  *  it  is  my  will.' 
And,  certainly,  be  did  not  mean  a  part  of  it  only,  but  the 
ithole  of  it.  Aod  he  deures  them  to  attest  it."  And  De- 
nison,  J.,  in  that  case,  relies  on  the  testator  calling  it  a 
memorandum,  and  not  a  codicil.  Here  the  former  in- 
strument is  called  a  will  in  the  codicil ;  and  it  was  proved 
that  he  gave  instructions  for  a  codicil,  and  he  executes 
the  codicil  only, 

Bayley,  B.^I  think  that  we  ought  not  to  grant  a  rule 
in  this  case,  as  we  are  clearly  of  opinion,  on  the  authority 
of  Carleton  v.  Griffin,  that  it  could  not  be  sustained.  The 
party  makes  what  he  intended  to  be  his  will  at  some  time 
or  other,  but  he  does  not  then  make  it  his  will ;  for,  it  was 

<a)  2  VernOD,  597-  la  thftt  case,  ence  to  Lea  r.  Libb,  3  Mod.  262, 
gutre  ivhetber  tbe  ca^dl  wu  not  teemt  to  favour  this  suppoutioa. 
upon  a  separate  paper.  Tberefer-        (6)  lBunrotv,549. 
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Rgch,  Iff  PUat,  the  attorney,  who  had  no  authority  to  accept  the  whole. 
'  ^     The  defendant  in  that  cause  insisted  on  paying  the  whole, 
lAcuoN      which  he  had  no  right  to  do«    I  thought,  that,  at  the  com- 
OoDABD.       mencement  of  the  present  suit,  the  defendant  had  a  good 
set-off,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  avaihible  demand.  It  is  not 
immaterial,  however,  that  the  payment  was  made  to  the  at- 
torney ;  and  the  person  making  the  payment  must  have 
known  that  the  attorney  ought  not  to  have  received  the 
whole* 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Lord  Lymduurst,  C.B.,  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court — 

We  think  that  there  should  be  no  rule  in  this  case.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  re- 
ceiving payment  of  a  debt  after  a  set-off  has  been  pleaded, 
inasmuch  as  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  manner  of  receiv- 
ing it  in  the  present  case,  with  a  qualification,  prevents  that 
question  from  arising. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  2  Buir.  1230,  and  2  Camp.  694,  which  were  referred  to  in 
the  course  of  the  argument. 


Nicholson  v.  Paget. 

A  guarantie  in    ASSUMPSIT  on  the  following  guarantie. 
worS^^^ilfere.      "  Sir— I  hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  payment 
by  agree  to  be     of  60/.  for  T.  Lerigo,  in  case  T.  Lerigo  does  not  pay  for 

answerable  for  o    >  ,  »     mi  l 

the  payment  of    the  gin  &c*  which  he  receives  from  you,  and  I  wiU  pay  the 


♦» 


50L  for  T.  Ze-l 

rigo,  in  case  T.    amount. 

Lerigo  does  not 

pay  for  the  gin,  &c.  which  he  receives  from  you,  and  i  will  pay  the  amount  :**-^Heldf  not  a  con- 

tinning  guarantie. 
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At  the  trial  before  Gumeyf  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  Bgeh.  of  Ptow, 
io  last  Triniiy Term,  it  appeared,  that  after  giving  the     ^i        '   ^ 
guarantie,  goods  to  a  large  amount  had  been  supplied  by     Nicholsom 
the  plaintiflb  to  T.  Lefigo,  and  that  he  had  paid  much        Paoet. 
more  than  SOL  for  such  goods,  the  ultimate  balance  being 
about  302.     The  only  question  was,  whether  the  guarantie 
was  a  continuing  one.    The  plaintiff  contended  that  it 
was,  relying  on  Mason  v.  Pritchard{a)i  and  Merle  v. 
Welle  (b);  the  defendant  contended  that  it  was  not,  rely- 
ing on  Melville  ▼.  Hayden  (c).    The  learned  Baron  non- 
suited the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  them  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  amount* 

Jerffi$9  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly — 

• 

Uoyd  now  shewed  cause.-^A  guarsntie  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  be  continuing,  unless  it  appear  clearly  to  have  been 
the  meaning  of  the  parties  to  extend  it  beyond  the  first 
transaction.  There  must  be  something  in  the  guarantie  by 
which  it  may  clearly  and  unequivocally  appear  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  guarantie  should  be  a 
continuing  one.  Melville  v.  Hayden  is  a  strong  case  in 
the  defendant's  favour,  and  must  govern  the  present  case. 
There  the  engagement  was  ^'  to  guarantee  the  payment  of 
Mr.  A.  M.  to  the  extent  of  602^  at  quarterly  account,  bill 
two  months,  for  goods  to  be  purchased  by  him  of  W.  ^  D. 
Melville.**  Mn  Justice  Bayley  in  that  case,  after  remark- 
ing that  the  words  **  quarterly  account*'  did  not  vary  the 
case,  said--^^'  A  party  who  takes  a  guarantie  of  this  sort^ 
afaoald  carefully  provide  that  there  are  words  iti  it  express- 
ive of  its  being  a  guarantie  for  goods  to  be  furnished  by 
him  from  time  to  time.**  Davis  v.  Pritchardnras  cited  for 
the  plaintiff  at  the  trial.     That  case  was  said  by  the  Court 

(/i)  12  East,  227. 
(6)  2  Camp.  413.  (c)  3  B.  &  A .  693. 

VOL.  f.  K 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  in  MelniUe  ▼.  Hayden^  to  go  as  far  as  possible.    In  that 

^    case,  however,  the  words  were  **  for  any  goods  he  hath  or 

NicHOLHow     fnay  supply."    In  Merle  v.  Welht  and  in  BasiowY.  Ben- 

Pagbt.       nett  {a),  the  word  any  occurred ;  and  in  the  latter  of  these 

cases  Lord  EUenborough  laid  peculiar  stress  upon  that 

word. 

One  of  the  last  cases  on  the  subject  is  Hargreave  ▼. 
Smee  {b).  [Bayley,  B. — The  Court  there  relied  on  the 
words,  "  according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade/*}  In  the 
present  case  there  are  no  words  which  at  all  refer  to  any 
•course  of  dealing  from  which  an  intention  that  the  gua- 
rantie  should  be  a  continuing  one  can  be  inferred ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  words  **  for  the  gin,  &c./'  seem  to  stipulate 
for  one  delivery.  [Bayley,  B. — It  may  possibly  mean  for 
whatever  gin.]  It  is.diflBcult  to  say,  that  there  is  a  plain 
and  manifest  intention  expressed  in  this  instrument  that 
the  guarantie  should  continue;  and  if  not,  it  falls  within 
the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  in  deciding  Mel- 
€iUe  V.  Hayden. 

Jervis  and  Godson  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  rule  of  con- 
struction is,  that,  if  there  is  any  ambiguity^  it  should  be 
taken  against  the  party  executing  the  instrument  Har^ 
greace  v.  Smee  (c). 

So  in  Mason  v.  Pritchard  (d),  the  Court  said^  that  *'  the 
words  were  to  be  taken  as  strongly  against  the  party  giv- 
ing the  guarantie  as  the  sense  of  them  would  admit.** 
The  construction  ought  to  be  liberal  in  favour  of  the  per- 
son who  parts  with  goods  on  the  faith  of  such  an  instru- 
ment. In  the  present  case  the  word  ''  receives**  imports 
a  habit  or  course  of  receiving. 

The  guarantie  may  be  divided  into  two  sentences,  the 
last  being — ''  in  case  71  Lerigo  does  not  pay  for  the  gin 


(a)  3  Camp.  220.  (c)  6  Bing.  24S ;  3  Moore  &  P. 

(6)  6  Binf .  244;  3  Moore  &  P.     582.    Jadfinait  of  Tiwialy  C.  J. 
573.  {d)  12  East,  228. 
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which  he  receives.  I  will  pay  the  amount/  that  is,  the  e^cH.  qf  Pkas, 

1832* 
amount  of  the  gin.     Then  the  first  sentence  would  limit  ^ 

the  responsibility  to  50/.,  by  the  words  "  I  agree  to  be     Nicholson 
answerable  for  the  payment  of  SOL  for  T.  Lerigo.**    The        pao'et. 
responsibility  to  that  amount  would  continue  until  notice, 
according  to  the    doctrine  laid  down   by   Wood,  B.,  at 
Nisi  Prius,  in  Mason  v.  Pritehard  (a). 

In  Simpson  v.  Manley  (&),  the  words  were — *'  our  rela- 
tion, Mr.  Thamtss  Manley^  having  intimated  to  us  that  he 
is  about  to  make  some  purchases  of  goods  from  you,  we 
beg  to  say  that  if  you  give  him  credit,  we  will  be  respon- 
sible that  his  payments  shall  be  regularly  made,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  one  thousand  pounds,  from  this  period  to  the  Ist 
otJune,  1831;'^  and  it  was  thought  too  clear  to  admit  of 
argument  to  the  contrary,  that  the  guarantie  was  a  conti- 
nuing one. 

Bayley^  B.  (c) — In  that  case  the  limits  were  expressed. 
The  distinctions  between  the  cases  on  this  subject  are  very 
nice;  and  it  is  desirable,  as  far  as  it  is  possible,  to  lay  down 
a  general  rule.     We  will  consider  of  our  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by— 

Bayley,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether 
the  guarantie  was  a  continuing  guarantie,  or  whether  it 
bad  terminated  by  the  payment  of  50/.?  The  language 
of  the  instrument  is  in  these  words — 

*'  Sir — I  hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  50/.  for  r.  Lerigo,  in  case  T,  Lerigo  does  not 
pay  for  the  gin,  &c.,  which  he  receives  from  you,  and  I 
will  pay  the  amount.** 

(a)  2  Camp.  437-  (c)  Lord  Lyndkurst,  C.  B.,  wm 

{b)  2  C.  &  J.  12.  sitting  in  equity. 

e3 
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^'^i^o''" '  ^°^  *^'*  '^  ^  contract  of  guarantie,  which  is  a  contract 
<~—^^.—'  of  a  peculiar  description;  for  it  is  not  a  contract  which  a 
NicHaLiiON  party  is  entering  into  for  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  or 
PAOBt.  on  his  awn  behalf;  but  it  is  a  contract  which  he  is  entering 
into  for  a  third  person :  and  we  thint  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  party  who  takes  such  a  security  to  see  that  it  is  couch- 
ed in  such  words  as  that  the  party  so  giving  it  may  dis- 
tinctly understand  to  what  extent  he  is  binding  himself. 
Tlie  language  of  the  first  part  of  this  guarantie  is — "  I 
hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of  SOI.  for 
T.  Lerigo."  Now,  these  words  would  primd  facie  import 
that  the  party  giving  the  guarantie  would  be  answerable 
for  the  payment,  by  T,  Lerigo,  of  50^,  and  no  more. 
Then,  is  this  engagement  extended  by  the  subsequent 
words? — "in  case  T.  Lerigo  does  not  pay  for  the  gin, 
&c.,  which  he  receives  from  you,  and  I  will  pay  the 
amount."  Now  these  latter  words  do  not  profess  to  over- 
ride any  particular  period  of  time.  This  guarantie,  there- 
fore, must  either  be  applicable  to  an  indefinite  time  and  de- 
terminable by  notice,  or  be  confined  to  the  payment  of  the 
first  sum  of  50/.  that  becomes  due;  and  we  think  that  it  is 
not  applicable  to  anindefinite  time,  but  is  limited  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  first  50/, ,-  and  that  it  is  not  a  continuing  guar- 
antie. 

The  case  which  comes  nearest  to  the  present  is  the 
case  of  Melville  v.  Harden.  There  the  words  were — "  I 
engage  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  Mr.  Amot  Sfouldea, 
to  the  extent  of  60/.,  at  quarterly  account,  bill  two  months, 
for  goods  to  be  purchased  by  him  of  William  ^  David 
Melville."  That  language  was  fully  as  strong  as  the  lan- 
guage in  the  present  case.  There  it  was — "  I  engage  to 
guarantee,  &c.,  to  the  extent  of  60/.,-"  here,  it  is — "  I 
agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of  50/."  The 
Court,  however,  in  that  case  held,  that  as  soon  as  Moul- 
den  had  paid  to  the  extent  of  60/.,  the  guarantie  was  at  an 
end.  The  distinction  is,  and  must  be,  minute,  between 
hose  cases,  where  the  guarantie  has  been  held  to  be  a 
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continuing  guarantiee  and  thoae  where  it  haa  been  held  to  £*ck,  of  Pka*» 
be  limited.    In  Mason  v.  Pritehard  the  worda  are — '*  for     ^  '-^ 

any  goods  he  hath  or  may  supply  fF.  P.  with^  to  the  amovnt     Nicholsov 
of  100/."    The  meaning  seems  to  be,  not  to  limit  the  liabi-       Pao'kt. 
lity  to  the  extent  of  the  payment  of  100/.>  so  that  such  liabi- 
lity should  not  continue  after  the  time  when  that  sum  should 
haye  been  paid^  but  that  the  party  giving  the  guarantie  waa 
willing^  if  not  called  on  for  more,  to  be  answerable  to  that 
extent  at  any  time.     In  Merle  ▼•  Wells,  the  words  were — 
"for  any  debt  he  may  contract  for  his  business  as  a  jew- 
eller,  not  exceeding  100/.,  after  this  date.**    These  worda 
point  out  the  extent  to  which  the  surety  is  willing  to  go 
in  paying  debts  contracted  for  goods  for  the  carrying  on  of 
the  business.     Hargreave  v.  Smee  is  the  last  case  on  the 
subject.     The  words  were — ''guarantee  the  payment  of 
goods,  to  be  delivered  in  umbrellas  and  parasols,  to  J. 
and  E.  A.  S.,  according  to  the  custom  of  their  trading 
with  you,  in  the  sum  of  SOO/t"    The  meaning  is  not,  if 
you  will  supply  to  the  extent,  but,  I  will  be  answerable  to 
the  extent ;  and  the  extent  of  200^  is  not  to  point  out  the 
extent  to  which  the  goods  should  be  from  time  to  tfaiie 
supplied  under  that  guarantie,  but  to  point  out  the  extent 
to  which  the  surety  will  be  willing  to  pay  on  this,  as  a 
condnuing  guarantie. 

In  the  present  case  the  fair  meaning  of  the  words  in  the 
first  part  of  this  guarantie — **  I  will  be  answerable  for  the 
payment  of  oO/.  for  Lerigo^'  is,  that  I  will  be  answerable 
that  Lerigo  shall  pay  you  to  the  extent  of  5^1.  for  goods 
to  be  furnished.  On  the  facts  of  the  case,  this  might  pro- 
bably be  the  understanding  between  the  parties.  Here  is 
a  young  man  starting  in  business ;  you  may  supply  him 
with  goods  to  the  amount  of  50/.,  for  his  paying  which  I 
am  answerable ;  afterwards,  you  can  see  how  he  goes  on, 
and  whether  you  approve  of  his  mode  of  carrying  on  his 
business,  and  of  his  payments ;  and  you  will  continue  to 
supply  him  or  not,  accordingly. 
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Paget. 


The  subsequent  part  of  the  guarantie  does  not  extend 
this  responsibility ;  it  limits  and  qualifies  the  previous  part 
of  the  contract. 

This  decision  will  be  attended  with  beneficial  conse- 
quences. It  is  not  unreasonable  to  expect,  from  a  party 
who  is  furnishing  goods  on  the  faith  of  a  guarantie,  that 
he  will  take  the  guarantie  in  terms  which  shall  plainly  and 
intelligibly  point  out  to  the  party  giving  the  guarantie  the 
extent  to  which  he  expects  that  the  liability  is  to  be  carried. 
The  guarantie  in  this  case  does  not  clearly  and  intelligi- 
bly point  out  to  the  party  giving  it  to  what  extent  his  lia- 
bility is  to  be  carried.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that 
the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  should  be  discharged. 


Rule  discharged. 


Where  a  mar- 
ried woman  has 
been  arrested, 
the  Court  will 
discharge  her 
on  6Iing  com- 
mon bail,  or  or- 
der the  bail  bond 
to  be  g:iven  up 
to  be  cancelled, 
if  the  coverture 
be  clearly  esta- 
blishedi  unless 
she  has  used  de- 
ceit before  or  at 
the  time  of  ob- 
taining the  cre- 
dit. 


Freame  v.  Mitford. 

rrlLSON  had  obtained  a  rule  to  deliver  up  the  bail 
bond  to  be  cancelled,  on  the  ground  of  the  defendant  be- 
ing a  married  woman.  It  appeared,  upon  affidavits  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  defendant,  in  Afay,  1830, 
went  with  her  daughter,  a  lady  in  a  respectable  situation 
in  life  at  Worcester,  to  the  shop  of  the  plaintiffs,  trades- 
men in  Worcester,  and  ordered  some  furniture  for  a  house 
at  Great  Malvern.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  make  inquiries,  as  they  knew  the  respectability  of 
the  daughter;  and  supplied  goods  to  the  amount  of  57/. 
They  supposed  the  defendant  to  be  a  widow,  and  would 
not  have  trusted  her,  had  they  known  of  her  coverture. 
It  was  further  sworn,  that  she  was  understood  to  be  a  wi- 
dow by  the  numerous  tradesmen  with  whom  she  dealt. 
On  being  applied  to  for  payment  of  the  plain tifi*'s  ac- 
count, the  defendant  wrote  a  letter,  engaging  to  pay  30/. 
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or  25/.  in  two  months^  if  the  plaintiffs  would  draw  upon  Eaeh.ofPieai, 
her  for  that  amount;  and  they  drew  a  bill  accordingly, 
which  she  accepted.  She  had  dealings  with  another 
tradesman  at  Worcester  from  June,  1829,  and,  of  her  own 
accord,  had  given  him  two  bills,  to  which  she  was  a  party, 
in  payment  for  goods  furnished  by  him. 

It  was  also  sworn,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  informed, 
and  belieyed,  that  the  defendant  had,  for  many  years,  lived 
separate  from  her  husband,  and  that  she  had  a  separate 
and  distinct  income. 

Whiimore  shewed  cause.— The  Courts  will  not  interfere 
in  a  summary  way,  where  there  has  been  any  fraud  prac- 
tised by  the  defendant,  holding  herself  out  as  an  unmar- 
ried woman.  Partridge  v.  Clarke  (a).  In  Jones  v^Lew* 
i«(6),  and  PricAard  y.  Cofclam  (c),  it  was  held,  that  the 
mere  issuing  a  bill  of  exchange  by  a  married  woman  was  a 
holding  herself  out  to  the  world  as  a  single  woman  so  as  to 
preclude  her  from  obtaining  relief  from  the  Court  in  this 
summary  way.  [Bayley,  B. — The  bill  and  the  letter,  in 
this  case,  were  subsequent  to  the  contracting  the  debt.  In 
Collins  y.Jlowed(d),  *'  The  Court  said  that  it  was  not 
now  the  practice  to  refuse  to  discharge  a  married  woman^ 
merely  because  her  coverture  was  not  notorious,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  trusted  her  as  9l  feme  sole;  that  if  a  woman 
deceives  the  plaintiff  with  respect  to  her  coverture  by  a 
falsehood,  the  Court  will  not  discharge  her ;  but  that,  in 
the  present  case,  as  the  defendant  had  not  used  any  deceit, 
by  representing  herself  as  Skfeme  sole,  she  was  entitled  to 
be  discharged."]  In  that  case  there  was  no  bill  of  ex- 
change given.  In  the  present,  the  letter,  offering  a  bill, 
was  written  before  the  taking  the  bill,  upon  which,  as 
well  as  for  the  remainder  of  the  goods,  the  plaintiffs  are 

[a)  5T.  R.  194;  and  see  Vtanon         (c)  2  Marshall,  40. 
T.  Munden,  2  Black.  Rep.  903.  {d)  1  New  Rep.  54. 

lb)  7  Taunt.  55. 
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now  suing.  [Bayley,  B. — Yoti,  who  knew  the  eircimi- 
stancesy  do  not  shew  that  any  sueh  letter  was  written,  or 
that  any  bill  was  giYeOy  before  the  goods  were  supplied* 
The  bill  was  merely  a  security  for  the  old  debt,  for  which 
the  plaintiffs  had  no  remedy  agaiast  the  defendant.  It  did 
not  cause  the  plaintiffs  to  gi?e  the  original  credit]  The 
plaintiffs  might,  by  the  giving  of  the  bill,  be  deluded,  and 
prevented  from  using  so  much  diligence  as  they  would 
otherwise  have  done. 


Wilson^  contr&. — The  case  falls  within  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Collins  ▼.  Rowed.  HiUen  v.  Sanders^  cited  in 
that  ease  by  Onshwy  Serjt.,  was  a  stronger  case  than  the 
present;  for,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  defendant  there 
bad  not  taken  an  active  part  in  representing  herself  as  a 
single  woman.  In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  haa 
never  done  any  act  to  mislead  the  plaintiffi,  or  to  hold  her* 
self  out  to  them  as  ia  single  woman.  The  bill  was  not 
given  until  long  after  the  credit  was  obtained,  and  upon 
an  urgent  request  by  the  plaintiffs  for  their  money. 


Baylet,  B. — I  consider  this  as  a  hard  ease;  but  it  is 
very  deairable,  in  matters  of  this  description^  that  we 
should  act  on  certain  grounds*  In  this  instance  there  is  a 
positive  affidavit  of  the  marriage,  which  is  not,  in  any  re- 
spect, put  in  doubt  by  any  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the 

m 

plaintiffs ;  and  if  the  marriage  be  established,  the  plaintiffs 
would  be  defeated  at  the  trial;  and  we  ought  not,  there- 
fore, to  give  them  any  encouragement  to  proceed,  and 
thereby  put  both  parties  to  gi*eat  additional  expense.  I 
take  the  rule  to  be  this:  if  the  affidavits  raise  any  degree 
of  doubt  as  to  the  marriage,  the  Courts  will  not  interfere 
in  a  summary  way.  Another  rule  is,  that  if  it  is  made  out 
affirmatively,  that  the  party  was  deceived  into  giving  the 
credit  by  the  defendant*s  representations,  the  Courts  will 
not  discharge  her  upon  motion.     In  one  instance  the  mar- 
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riAfie  was  nolorious:  but  the  woman  had  said.  I  have  got  EmcIuo/ pimu, 

.  '  o  1882. 

an  act  of  Parliament  fo?  a  divorce.    In  another  case*  the 

defendant  had  represented  herself  as  having  separate  pro- 
perty.    In  the  present  case  it  does  not  appear^  that  at  the 
time  when  the  debt  was  contracted ,  any  act  had  been 
done  by  the  defendant  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  believe 
that  she  was  a  single  woman.    It  is  true,  that,  at  a  subse* 
quent  period,  she  signs  a  bill  of  exchange,  an  instrument 
by  which  a  married  woman  cannot  bind  herself;  and  if 
'any  new  credit  had  been  obtained  thereby,  I  might  have 
come  to  a  different  conclusion  from  that  to  which  I  have 
arrived;  but,  it  appears^  that  the  debt  in  question  was 
long  antecedent  to  the  signing  the  bill  of  exchange.    It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  case  in  the  New  JRe- 
parts  is  applicable.     There  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  that 
the  defendant  was  a  married  woman  at  the  time  the  debt 
was  contracted;  she  appeared  as  a  feme  sole,  and,  since 
the  contracting  of  the  debt,  she  had  made  promises  to  pay, 
and  offered  another  person's  security. 

Now  that  state  of  facts  corresponds  exactly  with  the 
circumstances  which  occurred  in  the  present  case,  until 
the  time  of  the  contracting  the  debt. 

It  is  hard :  but  tradesmen,  in  cases  of  this  description^ 
may  generally  blame  themselves.  Here  the  woman  was 
accompanied  to  the  shop  of  the  plaintiffs  by  her  daughter, 
the  wife  of  a  respectable  clergyman.  The  plaintiffs  might 
have  made  inquiries,  and  have  ascertained,  before  they 
supplied  the  goods,  whether  she  was  in  such  a  situation  as 
to  be  Ukely  to  pay  for  them.  Here,  then,  there  is  no 
doubt  as  to  the  fact  of  the  marriage;  and  there  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  any  deceit,  except  so  far  as  the  plain-* 
tiffs  may  have  been  deceived  by  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  defendant  was  living,  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
the  case  of  Collins  v.  Mowed.  I  think  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute. 
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Exch.  cf  Pleas,      Vaughan,  B. — It  18  of  more  importance  that  the  rules, 
^     in  matters  of  this  description,  should  be  clear,  than  what 
freame       the  rules  are.   J  take  the  rule  to  be,  that  the  Courts  will 
MiTFORD.      interfere  in  this  summary  way,  if  the  coverture  be  clearly 
established,  unless  the  plaintiff  have  been  deceived.     In 
this  case  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  coverture ;  with  re- 
spect to  the  other  point,  there  has  been  no  direct  false  re- 
presentation, or  holding  herself  out  to  be  a  single  woman; 
and,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  en* 
titled  to  be  relieved. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Gubney,  B.,  concurred ;  and  the  rule 

was  made 

Absolute. 


HucKER  V.  Gordon. 

It  18  sufficient  if  xjlCTION  on  the  case.  The  first  count  stated,  that  the 
onepie^*on\  Plaintiff  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  Ut  November,  1830,  in  a 
replevin  for  dia-  certain  close  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  and  being  at  Ilchester, 

training  cattle       .  -  «  i  i     -■.         .       i     i  i 

damage  feasant,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  took  and  distramed  the  cattle, 
gainsrthe  she-  goods,  and  chattels,  to  wit,  thirty  ewe  sheep  of  one  J.  F. 
riff  for  not  re-      Reeves,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  50/.,  and  in 

storing  the  .  .  . 

goods,  is  bad.  the  Said  close  of  the  said  plaintiff  then  and  there  being, 
the  sheriff  Vr"^  ^^^^  doing'damage  there  to  the  plaintiff,  as  a  distress  for  the 
taking  insuffi-     g^jj  damage.     And  the  said  plaintiff  then  and  there  led 

ci  entpledges  in  ^  •^ 

a  replevin  of  and  drove  the  same  out  of  the  said  close  to  a  certain  com- 
damage  feasant,  mou  pouud  in  the  parish  in  which  the  said  close  of  the 
^^t^^habendo.  V^^^^^^^  ^^8  situate,  and  then  and  there  impounded  the 

same,  and  kept  the  same  impounded  for  a  long  space  of 
time  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  according  to  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  this  realm,  until  the  defendant,  then  being  sheriff 
of  the  said  county  o{  Somerset,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
and  within  his  bailiwick  as  such  sheriff,  that  is  to  say,  at 
&c.,  on  the  complaint  of  the  said  J,  F.  Reeves,  made  to 
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him^  the  defendant,  so  then  being  sucb  sheriff,  against  the  Sxch.  of  puas, 
phuntiff  in  that  behalf,  and  under  colour  of  his  office  of 
sheriff  as  aforesaid,  caused  the  said  cattle,  goods  and  chat- 
tels to  be  replevied  and  delivered  to  the  said  J.  F,  /£.,  and 
then  and  there  made  deliverance  of  the  said  distress  to  the 
said  J.F.R.^  to  wit,  at  &c.     And  the  plaintiff  averred, 
that  at  the  then  next  county  court  of  the  said  sheriff, 
holden  at  Ilchester  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  county  of  So- 
merset,  before  the  then  suitors  of  the  said  court,  to  wit, 
J.  Derm  and  Richard  Fenn,  the  said  c/l  F.  R.  did  appear, 
and  then  and  there  in  the  same  court,  without  the  writ  of 
our  said  Lord  the  King,  levied  his  plaint  against  the  said 
plaintiff^  for  wrongfully  taking  and  unjustly  detaining  the 
said  cattle,  goods  and  chattels ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  at  &c.,  the  plaintiff  duly  appeared  in  and  before 
the  said  court  to  answer  the  said  J.  F.  R.  in  the  plea  of 
his  said  plaint;    and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon 
bad  in  the  said  plea,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  the  next 
county  court  of  the  defendant  as  such  sheriff,  holden  at 
&c.,  in  and  for  &c.,  on  &c.,  before  the  then  suitors  of  the 
said  court,  the  said  J.F.  R.  did  not  duly  prosecute  his 
suit,  and  it  was  then  and  there  duly  considered  in  and  by 
the  last-mentioned  court,  that  the  said  J.  F.  R.  should  take 
nothing  by  his  said  plaint,  but  that  he  and  his  pledges  to 
prosecute  should  be  in  mercy  &c.,  and  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff should  have  a  return  of  the  said  cattle  &c.,  as  by  the 
remembrance  and  proceedings  thereof  still  remaining  in 
the  said  court  more  fully  and  at  large  appears.     And,  al- 
though it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff, 
before  his  making  deliverance  of  the  said  distress  to  the 
said  c/.  F.  72.,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  to  take  from  the  said  J.  F.  R.  and  two  re- 
sponsible persons,  a  bond  in  double  the  value  of  the  said 
cattle  &c.  so  distrained,  conditioned  for  the  prosecuting 
the  suit  of  replevin  of  the  said  J.F.R,  for  the  taking  of 
the  said  cattle  &c.,  with  effect  and  without  delay,  and  for 
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^^l^^^"^'  tluly  returning  the  cattle  &c.  so  distrained*  in  case  a  return 
N^.-.,,. — ^  should  be  awarded.  NeTertheless,  the  defendant  so  being 
^"r."*  such  sherifiv  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf*  but  con- 
QoRDON.  triving  8^c.  did  not  nor  would  before  his  making  deliver-^ 
anoe  of  the  said  distress  to  the  said  J.  F,  JR.,  take  from  the 
said  «/•  JF.  IL  and  two  responsible  persons  as  sureties  as 
aforesaid,  such  a  bond  as  aforesaid^  but  wrongfully  and  in- 
juriously wholly  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do*  to  wit*  at 
&C.  And  the  plaintiff  further  avers  that  he  hath  not  as 
yet  obtained  a  return  of  the  said  cattle  &c.*  so  distrained 
as  aforesaid*  or  any  part  thereof*  and  the  said  damage  is 
still  unsatisfied  to  the  plaintiff*  nor  hath  the  said  J.  F.  R. 
hitherto  answered  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  the 
said  cattle  &c.  so  distrained;  and  by  reason  of  the  premises* 
the  plaintiff  hath  been  and  is  wholly  deprived  of  the  said 
cattle  &c.  so  distrained  as  aforesaid*  and  of  the  benefit  of 
the  said  distress*  and  of  the  means  of  satisfying  the  said 
damage*  and  his  costs  and  charges  by  lum  expended  in 
and  about  the  endeavouring  to  obtain  satisfaction  thereof* 
and  a  return  of  the  said  cattle,  to  wit*  at  &c.  (The  second 
count  was  similar*  but  rather  more  general*  omitting  the 
mention  of  the  impounding,  and  of  Reeves  appearing  and 
levying  bis  plaint  &c.*  and  stating,  instead*  generally*  that 
Reeves  did  not  appear  and  prosecute  with  effect  his  suit 
by  him  before  then  commenced  &c.)  (The  third  count 
proceeded  as  in  the  first  count  to  the  end  of  the  aver-* 
ment  of  the  sherifi^s  duty*  and  thenj  alleged  for  breach* 
as  follows — )  that  the  defendant,  so  being  such  sheriff  aa 
aforesaid,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  but 
contriving  &o,*  did  not  nor  would*  before  making  deli- 
verance of  the  last-mentioned  distress  to  the  said  J.F.  /£.* 
take  from  the  said  J.  F.  R.  and  two  responsible  persons  aa 
sureties,  such  a  bond  aa  aforesaid*  conditioned  as  afore<^ 
said*  but  wrongfully  and  injuriously  wholly  omitted  and 
neglected  so  to  do,  and  on  the  contrary  thereof  the  defen- 
dant wrongfully  and  unjustly  before  the  replevying  and 
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of  the  last-mentioned  cattle,  to  wit,  on  &c,,  at  ^'^\^^^' 
&C.9  did  take  in  the  name  of  him  the  defendant,  as  such  >  y  ^ 
sheriff  of  the  said  J.  F.  R.,  and  one  other  person,  to  wit,  Huchbr 
iL  Janes,  a  certain  bond  conditioned  for  the  prosecuting  Cordon. 
the  said  suit  of  the  said  J.  F»  iZ.with  effect  and  without  de- 
lay, and  for  duly  returning  the  last-mentioned  cattle  &c«,  so 
distrained  as  aforesaid,  in  case  a  return  thereof  should  be 
awarded  as  a  bond  taken  in  pursuance  of  the  said  statute, 
nevertheless,  the  said  plaintiff  saith,  that  the  said  R.  Jones 
so  taken  as  surety  at  the  time  of  his  becoming  pledge  and 
surety  in  that  behalf,  was  not  a  good,  able,  or  responsible 
surety  for  the  prosecuting  the  said  suit  with  eflfect  and 
without  delay,  or  for  duly  returning  the  said  cattle  &c.  so 
distrained  as  aforesaid,  in  case  a  return  thereof  should  be 
adjudged;  but  the  said  R.  Jones ,  at  the  time  of  his  be- 
coming such  surety  as  aforesaid,  was,  and  ever  since  hath 
been,  and  still  is,  wholly  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  nor 
have  the  last-mentioned  cattle  &c.,  as  yet  been  returned 
&c.  (Damage  stated  as  in  first  count.)  (The  fourth  count, 
after  reciting,  as  in  the  first  count,  to  the  end  of  the  non 
pros,  went  on  to  allege)  that  although  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  as  such  sheriff,  before  his  making  delirerance 
of  the  last-mentioned  distress  to  the  said  J.  F.  JR.,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  to 
take  from  the  said  J.  F.  R*  pledges  for  the  prosecuting  of  the 
said  suit,  and  for  duly  returning  the  said  cattle  &c.,  in  a  cer- 
tain bond  conditioned  for  the  prosecuting  of  the  said  suit, 
and  for  duly  returning  the  said  cattle  &c. ;  and,  although 
the  defendant  before  the  replevying  and  delivering  of  the 
last-mentioned  cattle  &c.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  did  take 
in  the  name  of  him,  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff,  of  the 
said  J.  F.  R.  and  a  certain  other  person,  to  wit,  JR.  Jones, 
a  certain  bond  conditioned  for  the  pursuing  of  the  said 
suit,  and  for  duly  returning  the  last-mentioned  cattle  &c., 
in  case  a  return  should  be  awarded;  and  although  the  said 
/•  F.  JS.  did  not  make  a  return  of  the  last-mentioned  cattle 
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Exch.  of  J^iiOi,  &c.|  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  condition  of 
^     tbe  said  writing  obligatory^  but  hitherto  wholly  neglected 
HucKBK       and  refused  so  to  do,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  whereby  the  said  writ- 
Gordon.      ing  obligatory  became  forfeited  to  the  defendant,  so  being 
sheriff  of  the  said  county.   And  the  plaintiff  further  avers, 
that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
at  &c.,  request  the  defendant  to  assign  the  benefit  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory  to  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  and  permit 
him,  the  said  plaintiff,  to  sue  thereon  in  the  name  of  him, 
the  said  plaintiff,  and  for  his,  the  said  plaintiff's,  own  use 
and  benefit;  and,  although  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  was  then 
and  there  willing,  and  then  and  there  offered  to  pay  to  the 
defendant  the  costs  payable  to  him  in  that  behalf,  yet  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  sheriff,  not  regarding  the  duty  of 
his  said  office  as  sheriff,  nor  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  but  contriving  &c.,  did  not  nor  would  at  the 
said  time  when  he  was  so  requested,  assign  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
the  defendant  in  the  said  action,  the  benefit  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  and  permit  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  to  sue 
thereupon  in  the  name  of  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  and  for 
his,  the  said  plaintiff's,  use  and  benefit,  but  on  the  contrary 
thereof  then  and  there  wholly  refused,  and  hath  from 
thence  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do;  and 
by  means  of  the  premises  last  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  hath 
been  and  is  hindered  and  prevented  from  bringing  any  ac* 
tion  or  actions  on  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  hath 
been  and  is  deprived  of  the  means  of  recovering  the  said 
damages,  and  of  obtaining  a  return  of  the  last-mentioned 
cattle  &c.,  to  wit,  at  &c.   (The  fifth  count,  after  reciting  as 
in  the  first  count  to  the  end  of  the  nonpros,  proceeded  to 
allege)  that  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  &c.,  but 
contriving  &c.,  did^not  nor  would,  nor  did  any  of  his  bai- 
liffs after  the  said  award  of  the  said  return  of  the  last-men- 
tioned cattle  &c.,  restore  the  last-mentioned  cattle  &c.  to 
the  said  plaintifl*,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  the  plaintiff 
avers,  that  he  hath  not  obtained  a  return  of  the  last-men- 
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tioned  cattle  &c.  so  distrained,  and  the  last-mentioned  da-  Exeh.  y  Pleas, 
mage  hath  not  been  satisfied  to  him  the  said  plaintiffj  nor  ^ 

hath  the  defendant  nor  any  of  his  bailiffs  hitherto  answer-       Hucker 
ed  the  plaintiff*  for  the  price  of  the  last-mentioned  cattle       Gordon. 
&c.,  so  distrained  ScCy  by  reason  &c.  (stating  damage  as 
in  first  count),  to  plain tiff^'s  damage  of  S00/»  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first,  third,  and  last  counts, 
actio  nan^  because,  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill  of  the 
plaintiff*  in  this  behalf,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  several 
plaints  in  those  several  counts  mentioned,  at  the  instance  of 
the  said  «/•  F.  i2.,  were  duly  removed  from  and  out  of  the 
county  court  of  the  said  sheriff*  of  the  said  county,  into  the 
court  of  our  said  Lord  the  King,  before  the  King  himself 
at  Westminster,  by  virtue  of  his  Majesty's  several  writs  of 
re.  fa.  lo.  before  then  duly  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of  the 
court  of  our  said  Lord  the  King  of  his  Chancery ,  at  West- 
minster aforesaid,  returnable  respectively  before  our  said 
Lord  the  King,  on  &c.,  wheresoever  &c«,  and  that  the  said 
«/*•  F.  /{.,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  several  removals 
of  the  said  several  plaints  in  those  counts  mentioned,  and 
from  thence  continually  to  the  time  of  the  exhibiting  of 
the  said  bill  of  the  said  plaintiff*  in  this  behalf,  hath  duly 
prosecuted  and  still  is  duly  prosecuting  his  said  several 
suits  between  the  said  J,  F.  R.  and  the  now  plaintiff*,  of 
and  in  the  said  several  takings  and  detainings ;  and  that 
the  said  several  suits  at  the  time  of  the  exhibiting  of  the 
said  bill,  were  and  still  are  pending  in  the  said  court  of  our 
said  Lord  the  King  &c.,  and  not  in  any  way  ended  or  de- 
termined ;  concluding  with  a  verification  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  second  count  actio  non, 
because,  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff* 
against  the  defendant  at  the  County  court  of  the  said  she- 
riff^, holden  at  Ilchester^  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  same  court,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
the  said  J.  F.  R.  did  appear  before  the  then  suitors  of  the 
said  court,  to  wit,  •/.  D.  and  R.  jP.,  (the  same  court  then 
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Bsck.  ^  Pleat,  being  the  next  county  court  of  the  said  sheriffi  holden  at 
^     /.  aforesaid  9  in  and  for  &c.,  after  the  replevying  and  mak- 
HucKER       ing  deliverance  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned;  and  he» 
Gordon.      ^^^  ^^^  *'*  P*  iR.,  having  theretofore  duly  levied  bis  plaint 
veithout  the  writ  of  our  said  Lord  the  King,  and  the  same 
plaint  having  theretofore  been  duly  entered  in  the  same 
court  against  the  said  now  plaintiff,  for  the  taking  and  de- 
taining in  that  count  mentioned),  and  that  such  proceedings 
were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  plea,  that  afterwards  and 
before  the  exhibiting  of  the  said  bill  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
behalf,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  plaint,  at  the  instance  of 
the  said  J.  F.  £.,  was  duly  removed  &c.  (as  in  last  plea.) 

The  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  actio 
fiofi,  because,  before  the  making  deliverance  of  the  dis- 
tress in  that  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  he, 
the  defendant,  being  then  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
did  take  and  receive  firom  the  said  •/.  F.  R.  pledges  for 
the  prosecuting  of  the  suit  of  the  said  J.  F.  jB.  against  the 
now  plaintiff,  for  the  taking  and  detaining  in  that  count 
mentioned,  and  also  for  the  return  of  the  said  cattle,  &c., 
if  a  return  should  be  awarded,  to  wit,  a  certain  bond,  as 
hereinafter  mentioned;  and  the  said  J.F.R.,  and  one 
/Z.  •/.,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  &c.,  by  the  same 
bond,  sealed  with  their  respective  seals,  and  now  shewn 
to  the  Court  here,  did  jointly  and  severally  acknowledge 
themselves  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  defendant, 
so  being  such  sheriff,  in  the  sum  of  60/.,  with  a  condition 
thereunder  written,  that  if  the  said  J.  JFl  R.  did  and  should 
appear  at  the  then  next  county  court  of  the  said  sheriff, 
to  be  holden  at  /.,  in  and  for  the  said  county,  on  fFed- 
nesday^  the  1 5th  day  of  February  then  next,  and  then  and 
there  prosecute,  with  effect  and  without  delay,  his  suit, 
which  he  had  commenced  against  the  now  plaintiff,  for 
wrongfully  taking  and  unjustly  detaining  his  cattle,  &c., 
for  damage  feasant^  supposed  to  be  committed  as  it  was 
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said,  and  did  duly  make  a  return  of  the  said  cattle,  &c.,  ^^^^/^^ 
if  a  return  thereof  should  be  adjudged  by  law,  and  like-  v^....,^Jl-/ 
wise  did  and  should  keep  harmless  and  indemnified  the  Hucker 
said  sheriff,  his  county  clerk,  deputies,  bailiffs,  and  assis*>  Oobdok. 
tants,  of,  from,  and  against  all  action  and  actions,  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  touching,  or  in  anywise  concern- 
ing, the  replevying  and  delivering  of  the  said  cattle,  &Cm 
then  the  said  obligation  to  be  void  and  of  none  effect,  or 
else  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue;  that  the 
said  bond,  at  the  time  of  the  taking  thereof,  and  of  the 
making  deliverance  as  aforesaid,  was,  and  still  is,  a  good 
and  sufficient  pledge  for  the  pursuing  of  the  said  suit,  and 
for  the  return  of  the  said  cattle,  &c.,  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  said  J.  F.  /2.,  at  the  time 
of  his  becoming  pledge  and  surety  in  that  behalf  as  afore- 
said, and  of  the  making  deliverance  as  aforesaid,  was,  and 
still  is,  a  good,  able,  sufficient,  and  responsible  surety  for 
the  pursuing  of  the  said  suit  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  said 
return  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  form  of  the  same  sta- 
tute, verification,  &c.  Fourth  plea  was  to  the  second 
count,  the  same  as  the  last.  Fifth  plea  was  to  the  fifth 
count,  and  corresponded  with  the  last. 

General  demurrer  to  the  fourth  count,  and  joinder- 
Replications — to  the  first  plea,  precludi  non,  because 
heretofore,  and  before  the  delivery  of  the  said  several  writs 
otre./a.  lo.  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  said  county  court, 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  it  was  duly  considered  in  and  by 
the  said  county  court,  that  the  said  J,  F.  R.  should  take 
nothing  by  his  said  plaints,  and  that  he  and  his  pledges 
to  prosecute  should  be  in  mercy,  &c.,  and  that  the  plai:i* 
tiff  should  have  a  return  of  the  said  cattle,  &c.;  verifica- 
tion. 

To  the  second  plea  there  was  the  same  replication. 
To  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas  there  was  a  general 
demurrer  and  joinder. 

VOL.  I.  F 


66  Oases  in  the  exchequer^ 

Exeh.  of  PUas,      There  were  also  general  demurrers  to  the  replications 
^      ^    ^     to  the  first  and  second  pleas  and  joinder. 
HucKBR  The  following  were  the  points  for  argument,  as  marked 

Gordon.       by  the  defendant: — 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  re^ 
cover  on  either  of  the  three  first  counts,  because  there 
is  no  obligation  on  the  sheriff  to  take  a  replevin  bond 
with  two  Buretiesi  on  distresses  for  damage  feMunt, 

That  the  fourth  count  is  bad,  because  it  is  not  the  duty 
of  the  sheriff  to  assign  the  replevin  bond  to  the  plaintiff^ 
that  he  may  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name. 

That  the  last  count  is  bad,  because  the  sheriff  is  not 
liable  personally,  after  judgment  for  the  avowantj  where 
there  has  been  no  breach  of  duty  in  him  the  sheriff. 

That  the  sheriff  is  not  liable  for  not  returning  the  cat« 
tie,  &c.,  because  the  plaintiff  has  not  obtained  final  judg- 
ment, as  is  shewn  in  the  first  and  second  pleas. 

That  the  sheriff  has  done  his  duty  in  taking  a  replevin 
bond  from  J.  F,  Reeves,  he  being  a  sufficient  surety,  as  is 
shewn  in  the  third,  fourth,  and  last  pleas. 

ManselytoT  the  plaintiff,  was  desired  by  the  Court  to  di^^ 
rect  his  attention  to  the  omission  of  an  award  of  a  writ 
de  retorno  habendo,  which  applied  to  every  count  in  the 
declaration. — That  is  unnecessary.  It  was  formerly  con* 
sidered  that  an  action  would  not  lie  against  the  sheriff 
until  after  a  scire  facias  had  been  sued  out  against  the 
pledges;  but  this^as  overruled  hy  Rouse  v.  Patterson  (a)c 
and  the  same  principle  will  apply  to  the  writ  of  retorno 
habendo.  Perreau  v.  Sevan  {b)  was  an  action  against 
the  sheriff  for  negligence  in  losing  a  replevin  bond^  and  it 
was  decided  that  the  want  of  a  retorno  habendo  was  not 
material.      [Baplejf,  B. — In  that  case  the  avowant  had 

(fl)  7  Mod.  387.  (b)  6  B.  &  C.  284,  &  C.  8  D.  &  R.  72. 
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proceeded  under  the  17  Car.  2,  c.  7;  and  the  bond  therp  ^*^*-  of  PUat, 
was  of  a  very  different  description;  that  was  a  bond  under     v......^,.^!^ 

the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  and,  therefore,  conditioned  for  pro-  Hucker 
secuting  the  suit  with  effect,  that  U,  success,  and,  accord-  Go&oon. 
ingly,  was  forfeited  immediately  on  the  plaintiff^  below 
being  nonprossed;  but  here  the  avowant  would,  at  com- 
mon law,  be  entitled  only  to  a  judgment  awarding  a  re* 
turn  of  the  cattle;  and  the  sheriff*,  by  the  statute  of  West- 
minsier  the  2nd,  13  Edw.  1,  c.  2,  was  directed  to  take 
pledges  to  secure  such  return,  who  would  nqt  h^ve  been 
liable  without  a  retorno  habendOf  and  a  return  of  elongaia 
thereon;  and  therefore  the  sheriff*  cannot  be  liable  at  an 
earlier  stage  of  the  proceeding^-]  The  defendant  is  lia- 
ble for  not  taking  a  bond  with  two  sufficient  sureties;  the 
statute  of  fFesiminster  speaks  of  pledges  in  the  plural, 
and  the  third  count  shews  that  he  took  only  one  surety, 
and  that  an  insufficient  one.  [Lord  Lyftdhurst,  C.  B. — It 
is  laid  down  in  Gilberts  Dhtress,  that  one  is  sufficient, 
and  many  cases  are  cited  in  support  of  it.  The  owner  of 
the  cattle  might  alone  be  a  sufficient  surety,  and  no  count 
states  that  he  was  not  so.  Bayley^  B. — The  last  count 
is  also  bad,  because  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  re- 
store the  cattle ;  some  further  steps  should  have  been  taken 
by  the  plaintiff!]  The  pleas  are  bad,  because  the  judg- 
ment below  was  final,  or  sufficiently  so  to  prevent  the  sub- 
sequent removal  of  the  proceedings.  Lowfield  v.  Satch- 
well  (a)  shews,  that,  after  costs  have  been  taxed  on  a  non 
pros,  it  is  too  late  to  remove  the  suit.  And,  in  Walker 
V.  Gann  (6),  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd  says — "  It  is  a  sound 
and  wholesome  general  rule,  that  a  cause  should  not  be 
removed  from  an  inferior  jurisdiction  after  judgment  had 
been  signed  there;  and  the  rule  is  particularly  applicable 
where    the    defendant    suffered    judgment   by   default." 

(a)  1  Wils.  123.  also  Bevan  v.  Prothesk,  2  Burr. 

(b)  7  Dow.  &  Ryl.  769;    see      1161. 
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^^\^q'^"'  [-Bayfcy,  B. — It  is  not  averred  that  the  judgment  was 
V — .,, — /  final;  and  the  pleas  state  expressly  that  the  record  was 
HucKER  removed :  if  it  were  not  final,  the  record  would  not  be 
GoMDON.  removed.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  pleas,  if 
the  declaration  cannot  be  supported.  All  the  counts  are 
substantially  bad  in  point  of  law.  The  two  first  counts 
are  for  not  taking  a  bond  with  two  sufficient  sureties:  the 
sheriff  was  not  bound  to  do  so ;  one  pledge  is  sufficient. 
The  third*  count  states  that,  instead  of  taking  a  bond  from 
Reeves  and  two  sufficient  sureties,  he  took  a  bond  from 
Reeves i  and  Jones ^  the  latter  of  whom  is  alleged  to  be  insuf- 
ficient. That  count  does  not,  however,  allege  that  Reeves 
was  insufficient,  and  non  constat  that  he  was  not  sufficient 
as  a  pledge.  The  fourth  (a)  count,  like  all  the  preceding 
counts,  contains  no  allegation  of  a  writ  de  retorno  habendo. 
The  last  count  is  for  not  restoring  the  goods.  It  is  not 
the  sheriff's  duty  to  restore  them.  His  duty  was  to  take 
pledge.  You  should  have  taken  the  proper  means,  by. 
suing  out  a  retorno  habendoJ] 

Cowling,  contrA,  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  gave 

Judgment  for  the  defendant* 


(o)  The  fourth  count  seems  also  352,  cited  by  Holroydy  J.;  6  B.  & 

to  be  bad,  on  the  ground  that  the  C.  305.    If  so,  there  was  a  distinct 

sheriff  is  not  liable  for  not  assign-  objection  to  each  count,  indepen- 

ing  a  bond  in  a  replevin  of  goods  dently  of  the  want  of  a  retorno  ha- 

taken  damage  feasant.    See  Combes  hendo, 
V.  Cole,  Rep.  Temp.  Hardwicke, 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  69 

Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1832. 

W£DDLE  9.  Brazier. 

X  HE  plaintiff  filed  a  declaration  de  bene  esse,  at  the  where  a  decia- 
opening  of  the  office  on  the  return  day  of  the  writ;  and  u  deemed  to *be 
the  defendant,  on  the  same  day,  entered  an  appearance;  *«<xx*deciara. 
but  the  plaintififdid  not  give  notice  of  the  filing  of  the  de-  the  time  of  giv- 
claration  until  the  day  after.  A  rule  having  b^en  obtain-  of;  and,  there- 
ed  to  set  aside  the  declaration  filed,  and  all  subsequent  dmUonde^iJSi 
proceedings,  for  irregularity —  €w«  was  filed, 

•^  "  ^  "  und  the  defen- 

dant entered 

Curwood shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  general  before  noUw*' 
rule  that  a  declaration  filed  is  good  only  from  the  time  of  7",  *'^?"'  *® , 

*=*        ^         "  declaration,  and 

notice,  night  lead  to  this  inconvenience,  that  an  appear-  ail  subsequent 
ance  might  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  whilst  the  party  wenMt'al^efor 
who  had  filed  the  declaration  was  merely  going  from  the  >"«s™**"^y- 
office  to  give  the  notice. 

KnowleSf  conirdf  relied  on  the  rule  as  laid  down  in 
Tidd's  Practice^  9th  edition,  456. 

Bayley,  B. — The  rule  may  certainly  be  attended  with 
the  inconvenience  alluded  to;  but  the  practice  is  as  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Ticld,  and  we  must  act  upon  it. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 


(a)  See  Hutchinson  v.  Brown,  7  T.  R.  298. 
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Exch.  of  Pleatr 
1832. 


If  a  writ  of  ea- 
piat  be  iasaed 
into  one  county, 
on  an  affidavit  ti 
debt,  and  no 
proceeding  be 
taken  on  it,  an- 
other original 
writ  of  capiat 
may  be  issued 
into  another 
county,  on  the 
same  affidavit. 


lloDWELL  V.  Chapman. 

XHE  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of  capias,  directed  to  the 
Sheriffs  oF  London^  on  an  affidavit  of  debt,  made  in  Lon- 
don, on  the  8th  of  November.  On  the  18th  he  sued  out 
a  second  writ  oi  capias,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  £««ejr» 
on  which  the  defendant  was  arrested,  and  gave  a  bail-bond 
to  the  sheriff  of  Essex. 

Maule  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  second  writ  of  ca- 
pias, and  that  the  bail-bond  might  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled;  and  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
issued  an  alias  writ  of  capias  into  Essex,  referring  to  the 
preceding  writ,  according  to  the  form  pointed  out  by  Rules 
6  &  1,  Michaelmas  Term,  3  Will.  4;  and  he  added,  that 
the  defendant  was  under  a  difficulty  as  to  where  he  ought 
to  put  in  special  bail. 

Bayley,  B. — The  affidavit  of  debt  is  made  where  the 
party  making  it  happens  to  be;  upon  which  a  writ  may  be 
sued  out  into  another  county.  Here  the  affidavit  is  made 
in  London,  and  a  writ  issues  there,  but  nothing  is  done 
upon  it.  Another  original  process  is  issued  into  Essex, 
upon  which  the  defendant  is  arrested.  Bail  may  be  put 
in  in  Essex.  If  the  arrest  had  been  made  on  a  writ  is- 
sued on  a  stale  affidavit,  that  might  be  a  ground  of  ob- 
jection; but  the  writ  here  was  sued  out  on  the  I3th,  on  an 
affidavit  made  on  the  8th. 

GuRNEY,  B. — If  the  plaintiff  proceeds  on  the  other 
writ,  the  defendant  may  have  his  remedy. 

Rule  refused  (a). 


(a)  To  obtain  the  costs  of  the      ought  to  have  issued  au  alias  writ 
first  writ  of  capias,  the  plaintiff      of  capias  into  Essex. 
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Exeh,  of  PIgaty 
1832. 

Kino  v.  Jones. 

^OHN  JERVIS  having  obtained  a  rule  for  judgment  as  A  defendant's 
in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  the  question  was,  whether  the  defen-  a^ept  shon  no- 
dant  was  entitled,  under  the  circumstances,  to  the  costs  of  ^^  of  trial,  does 

'  '  not  entitle  the 

the  day,  the  rule  being  discharged  on  a  peremptory  under-  plaintiff  to  give 

taking*  usual  notice  of 

The  defendant  being  under  terms  to  accept  short  notice 
of  trial  in  a  country  cause,  the  plaintiff  gave  only  four 
days'  notice  of  countermand.     Upon  which 

Lloyd  contended,  that  the  defendant,  being  under  terms 
to  take  short  notice  of  trial,  was  not  entitled  to  the  usual 
nodce  of  countermand ;  but — 

Per  Curiam. — The  defendant's  undertaking  to  accept 
short  notice  of  trial,  does  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  limit 
the  time  of  countermand;  but  the  defendant  stands  in  the 
same  situation  in  that  respect  as  if  he  had  been  entitled 
to  a  ten  days'  notice  of  trial.  If  the  plaintiff  did  not  in- 
tend to  have  proceeded  to  trial,  he  ought  not  to  have 
given  the  notice  of  trial. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  same  point  was  decided  in  a  case  of  Suiton  v.  Bar- 
neti. 


In  re  Jeffery. 

Upon  a  rule  nisi  for  an  attachment,  for  not  accounting  The  affidavits  to 
for  legacy  duties,  the  affidavits,  on  which  cause  was  to  be  ^^^i^a^J^ieon 
shewn,  were  made  before  a  country  commissioner,  and  af-  '*»«  revenue  side 

•^  of  the  Court  of 

Exchequtr  must 
be  filed,  and  the  party  who  shews  cause  must  take  office  copies  of  the  affidavits,  or  have  the  origi- 
nals in  Court 
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£rdi.  •fPUoiy   terwards  filed  in  Court:  but  no  office  copies  had  been  ob- 
v.....^^ — ^     tained  by  the  party  shewing  cause,  nor  were  the  originals 
In  n  Jeffert.  Jq  Court  when  cause  was  shewn. 

Erie  proposed  to  shew  cause  from  the  copies  of  the  affi- 
davits in  his  brief;  but 

The  Court,  after  reference  to  the  officers,  said,  that 

s 

cause  could  not  be  shewn  unless  the  Court  had  before 
them  either  the  originals  or  office  copies  to  refer  to. 

Rule  enlarged. 


Wood  v,  Critchfield. 

Where  a  copy  AS  affidavit  of  service  of  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
was  nliuiitu*^  bail-bond  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  had 
tied  in  any         been  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

caiue,  the  par- 
ty's appearing 

Scrt^e'^objec.  Milner,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  the  copy  of  the 
tion  does  not      rule  served  was  not  intitled  in  the  cause. 

operate  as  a 
waiver  of  the 

irregularity.  Turner,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the  plain- 

tiff's appearance  by  counsel  operated  as  a  waiver  of  the 
irregularity;  but — 

The  Court  held  it  did  not ;  and 

Discharged  the  rule  with  costs. 
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Etch.  ofPUagt 
1832. 


Tucker  v.  Morris. 


XN  this  case  the  defendant  had  obtained  a  rule  under  the  Where  a  defen- 
first  section  of  the  Interpleader  Act,  for  relief  against  the  indemnified  by 
claims  of  the  plaintiff  and  one  Taylor.    It  was  an  action  of  *oJ**^^*J  SeMrer- 
trover  for  two  mares;  and  it  appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  affi-  ingup  property 

1-1         •lo'i         111  .1  •      /*  rwt         inhUpoMCMion, 

davits  that  the  defendant  had  taken  an  indemnity  from  lay-  he  has  do  right 

lor  for  not  delivering  them  up:  and,  on  demand  being  made  the^interpiead- 

by  the  plaintiff,  with  a  tender  of  the  expenses  of  their  keep,  Jf  ^^^^\^ 

he  refused  to  deliver  them  up.     Taylor  did  not  appear.  charge  a  rule 

obtained  for  that 


Bayley,  J. — As  the  defendant  has  thought  proper  to 
take  an  indemnity,  he  has  no  right  to  apply  for  relief  un- 
der the  act.  By  so  doing  he  has  identified  himself  with 
Taylor.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  justice  of  the 
case  is  clear.  An  application  is  made  to  the  defendant  to 
deliver  up  the  property,  and  he  refuses,  on  the  ground  that 
he  is  indemnified  by  Taylor;  and  as  Taylor  has  withdrawn 
himself,  and  does  not  support  his  claim,  the  rule  must  be 
discharged,  and  the  defendant  must  pay  the  costs. 

Rule  discha.rged  with  costs. 


purpose,  with 
costs. 


Campbell  v.  Ackland. 

X  HE  defendant,  having  been  convicted  upon  three  in-  The  Court 
dictments  for  libel,  was  sentenced  by  the  Court  of  King's  J^  fo^bS  1^ 
Bench  to  twelve  months  imprisonment,  in  the  gaol  of  Atir^  render  a  defen- 
der imprison* 
ment  in  a  conn- 
try  gaol  upon  a  conviction  for  libel,  until  a  week  after  the  impriwMMfU  under  the  sentence  has 
eiplred ;  not  until  a  week  after  the  term  for  which  he  was  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned. 


74 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


Campbell 

V. 
ACKLANP. 


^«W '^*«'»    St.  Edmunds t  on  the  first  conviction ;  and  for  three  months 

on  each  of  the  other  two;  making,  in  the  whole,  the  term 
of  eighteen  months. 

Dunn  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant's  bail  in 
this  action,  to  enlarge  the  time  for  rendering  the  defendant^ 
until  a  week  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  he 
was  sentenced ;  and  cited  Rouch  v.  Bouc/ier  (a),  and  Ash- 
more  V.  Fletcher  {b)» 


Per  Curiam. — The  time  should  be  enlarged  until  a  week 
after  his  imprisonment  under  the  three  sentences  has  ex- 
pired, but  not  until  a  week  after  the  expiration  of  the 
term  for  which  he  was  sentenced,  as  he  may  be  pardoned 
before  the  term  of  the  sentence  has  expired. 


(a)  10  Price,  104. 


Rule  accordingly. 

(b)  13  Price,  523. 


The  pUdntiff 
caDQOt  move  for 
a  dUiringoM,  un- 
til the  expiration 
of  eight  days 
after  a  copy  of 
the  writ  of  sum- 
mons has  been 
left  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the 
last  attempt  to 
serve  him  per- 
sonally. 


Brian  v,  Stretton. 

vIN  the  SI  St  of  November,  a  copy  of  a  writ  of  summons 
was  left  at  the  defendant's  dwelling-house,  after  the  requi- 
site number  of  attempts  to  serve  it  personally,  without 
success,  had  been  made.     On  the  26th, 

Montagu  Chambers  moved  for  a  distringas,  and  stated, 
that  some  doubt  was  entertained  on  the  construction  of 
the  statute  2  WiU.  4,  c.  39,  s.  S,  as  to  the  time  when  a 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  apply  for  a  distringas,  where  the 
defendant  could  not  be  personally  served  with  the  writ  of 
summons.  Under  the  old  process,  the  writ  was  returnable 
on  a  day  certain ;  but,  by  the  late  statute,  the  return  was 


Refused. 
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calculated  from  the  day  of  service ;  and  the  defendant  was  Etch.  rfPUat, 

1832 

to  appear  within  eight  days  from  the  time  of  service.     Now     k^^^,^J^ 
it  was  uncertain  in  cases  of  this  kind,  when  the  service  was         Buan 
colnpliete ;  and^  therefore,  it  was  doubtful  at  what  time  the      stretton. 
plaintiff  could  move  for  a  distringas.    He  admitted,  that 
it  might  be  inferred,  from  section  S,  and  the  schedule  of 
that  statute,  that  the  defendant  must  have  eight  days  al- 
lowed him  to  obey  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  before  a  dis- 
frtii^a^  could  be  granted.     If  so,  this  application  was  too 
early. 

Bayley^  B. — The  defendant  is  to  have  eight  days  to  en* 
ter  an  appearance  after  the  service  of  the  writ  of  summons, 
which  period  of  time,  in  cases  where  he  cannot  be  person- 
ally served,  is  to  run  from  the  day  on  which  the  person 
last  called  at  the  defendant's  dwelling-house,  and  left  a 
copy  of  the  process.  That  ought  to  be  the  tittie  from 
which  the'eight  days  are  to  be  calculated ;  because  that  is, 
to  a  certain  extent,  service,  and  is  the  service  upon  which 
the  distringas  is  ordered  to  issue. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  writ  Was 


Becke,  Gent,  one  &c.  v.  Wells. 

Assumpsit  by  an  attorney  for  business  done  in  the  Adgnedbill 
Middlesex  Court  of  Requests.  iWered  by  an 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit-  ^^^^^^^ 
tings  in  Trinity  Term  last,  the  plaintiff  did  not  prove  the  ^^^ »«» *« 
delivery  of  a  signed  bill.    The  learned  Baron  nonsuited  ofRequetta. 
the  plaintiff,  but  gave  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  2/.  Ws.  Sd. 
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Exeh.  of  Pka*i       A  rule  was  obtained  accordingly,  against  which  cause 

was  now  shewn  by 

Gunning. — The  case  of  Reynal  v  Smith  (a)  does  not  ap- 
ply. That  was  an  action  by  one  attorney  against  another 
for  business  done  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court;  and  it  was 
expressly  decided^  not  upon  the  3  Geo.2,  c.  23^  but  upon 
the  3  Jac.  1,  c.  7,  s.  1 ,  which  has  always  been  held  to  be 
confined  to  business  done  in  the  superior  Courts  (6).  In 
the  present  case  the  question  turns  on  the  2  Geo.  2,  which 
has  always  received  a  liberal  construction  in  favour  of  the 
client.  Smithy  Taylor (c).  [Bayley^  B. — How  is  the  bu- 
siness done  in  this  Court  of  Requests?]  It  need  not  be 
conducted  by  attorney. 

In  Ex  parte  WiUiam8{d)  it  was  decided,  that  a  bill  for 
business  done  wholly  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  within  the 
act,  though  the  Court  had,  at  first,  been  of  a  contrary  opin- 
ion. The  same  point  was  determined  in  Clarke  v.  Dun-- 
Qvan  (e).  In  Smith  w  Wattleworth  (/),  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held^  that  an  attorney  of  a  superior  Court  could 
not  maintain  an  action  for  business  done  in  the  Insolvent 
Court  without  first  delivering  a  signed  bill.  This  decision 
did  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of  the  Insolvent  Court 
having  a  power  to  appoint  attornies  of  its  own,  or  of  its 
having  taxing  officers :  for  Lord  Tenterden  says,  **  One 
argument  urged  for  the  plaintiff  for  some  time  produced  a 
considerable  effect  upon  me,  viz.  that  the  Insolvent  Court 
can  admit  persons  to  practise  there,  who  are  not  attornies 
of  this  or  any  other  Court;  and  that,  consequently,  their 
bills  would  not  be  taxable,  or  within  the  provisions  of 
2Geo.2i  c.  S3;  but  many  things  may  be  done  in  other 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  469.  Collim,  1  R.  &  M.  286. 

(6)  Carthew,  14?.  (rf)  4T.R.124,  496. 

(e)  7  Binf(.  262,  Lord  C.  J.  Tin.         (e)  6  T.  R.  694 ;  1  Esp.  137. 
daft  jud|irinent  s  and  see  Winter  7.         (/)  4  B.  &  G.  364, 5.  C.  6  O.  & 

Payne,  6T.R.646;  and  Watt  v.  R.5I0. 
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CourtSy  as,  for  instance,  in  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  ^^\Mc^^*^ 
by  persons  who  are  not  attornies;  and  no  Court  could 
tax  the  bills  of  such  persons.     But  when  the  business  has 
been  done  by  attornies  of  this  Court,  it  has  been  held 
otherwise.    The  argument,  therefore,  is  by  no  means  con- 
clusive.   And  as  this  plaintiff,  an  attorney  of  this  Court, 
has  done  business,  which  I  consider  business  at  law,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  he,  in  like  manner,  is  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute.    It  is  said,  that  the  tax  master  ap- 
pointed by  the  Insolvent  Court  is  the  proper  person  to  tax 
such  bills.     Admitting  that  he  has  power  to  do  so,  (which, 
however,  I  do  not  decide,)  still,  that  would  not  be  such  a 
taxation  as  could  take  the  case  out  of  the  former  act^ 
which  is  extremely  beneficial  to  the  subject." 

The  case.  In  the  matter  of  Abraham  Flint  (a),  is  quite 
decisive  of  the  point.  There,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
held,  that,  entering  a  plaint,  suing  a  replevin  &c.  in  the 
county  court,  was  business  in  a  Court  of  law  or  equity, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  12  Geo.  2,  c.  13,  s.  9.  That 
is  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  because  the  12  Geo.  2 
is  a  highly  penal  statute.  The  Middlesex  Court  of  Re- 
quests is  the  county  court,  regulated  by  the  acts  of  Par- 
liament by  which  the  commissioners  are  to  decide  as 
shall  seem  just  in  law  and  equity.  They  have  power  to 
imprison,  to  administer  oaths ;  their  proceedings  are  to  be 
recorded;  they  can  fine  and  confine  for  contempt;  and 
their  jurisdiction  extends  to  attornies  and  solicitors,  not* 
withstanding  the  privilege  of  those  persons.  [Bayleyy  B. — 
Have  they  any  officer  who  taxes  costs?]  It  does  not 
appear  that  they  have.  In  Lloyd  v.  Maund  (6),  however, 
a  bill  was  referred  to  be  taxed  for  business  done  in  a  criminal 
suit  in  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions,  at  Carmarthen;  and 
though  it  was  objected,  that  it  would  be  impossible  for 

• 

the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  in  Wales,  not  knowing  the 
practice  there ;  yet  the  Court  held,  that  he  could  as  well 

(«)  1  B.  &  C.  254.  {b)  Tidd,  8th  ed.  330. 
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****;  ^-U*^^'*  ^^x  these  costs  as  costs  in  the  Spiritual  Courts  ;  and  if  he 
>^......^^^^/     were  at  a  loss,  hp  nfiight  call  in  assistance.     [Bayley^  B. — 

Becm        There  the  taxing  officer  of  the  superior  Court  could  refer 
Wells.        to  the  taxing  officer  below.] 

In  Sandom  v.  Bourn  (a),  which  was  recognised  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  in  Smith  v.  Toy* 
lor  (6),  a  charge  for  preparing  ^  war^f^nt  of  i^ttorney  was 
held  taxable.  [Bayley^  B. — It  was  considered  4s  a  step 
in  a  proceeding  in  one  of  the  Courts  of  ff^estminster  HaUJ] 
In  Ex  parte  Prichett  (c),  a  charge  for  preparing  a  dedimus 
potestatem  was  held  taxable.  In  Feame  v.  fFtUon  ((f), 
it  was  held  that  a  charge  for  attending  at  a  lock-up-house, 
and  filling  up  a  bail-bond,  was  a  taxable  item.  In  War- 
die  V.  Nicholson  {e),  a  rule  nisi  has  been  granted  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  is  now  pending  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  bill  should  have 
been  delivered  as  containing  an  item  for  preparing  a  re- 
plevin bond, 

Stephen,  Serjt,  and  Mansel,  contrd. — The  words  of  the 
23rd  section  of  2  Geo.  2,  c.  2S,  are  '*  of  thp  Courts  afore- 
said," by  which  it  should  seem  that  the  restrictive  part  is 
confined  to  cases  of  business  done  in  some  Court  where 
attornies  are  usually  admitted.  This  wa^  the  construction 
which  the  statute  received  at  first.  In  Ashton  v.  Moly- 
neux{f),i\ie  Court  refused  to  order  the  taxation  of  a  bill  in 
the  Doncaster  Court  of  Requests.  In  the  case  of  Williams 
V.  Jackson,  cited  in  the  notes  to  Ex  parte  Williams  (g), 
BuUer,  J.,  said,  that  by  2  Geo.  2,  which  requires  an  at* 
torney  to  deliver  his  bill,  it  was  not  necessary  to  do  so  for 
business  done  at  the  Sessions,  the  statute  only  prescribing 

(fl)  4  Camp.  58.  (c)  I  N.  R,266. 

(6)  7  Bing.  262;   and  see  the  (rf)6B.&C.8M.C.9D.&R.167. 

judgment  of  Alderton,  J.,  in  the  (e)  From  Appleby  Assizes f\S32, 

same  case,  conird;  and  see  Burton  {/)  Barnes,  122. 

V.  Chciterton,  3  B.  &  Aid.  489.  (g)  4  T.  R.  124. 


MICHABLMAS  TBRM,  3  WILL.  IV.  79 

it  in  case  of  buainess  done  in  a  Court  of  record,  where  at^  Exek.  of  Pkat, 

]8d2« 
tornies  are  admissible  and  sworn. 

Ex  parte  Williams  (a)  was  the  first  case  in  which  the 
Courts  departed  from  this  rule.  In  that  case,  however, 
the  Court  only  sent  the  bill  to  be  taxed;  and  it  may  be 
asked,  on  the  principle  of  that  case,  whether  there  is  any 
instance  of  an  officer  of  this  Court  taxing  bills  in  a  Court 
of  Requests.  Clarke  v.  Donovan  (&)  is  a  still  wider  devia- 
tion from  the  first  construction  which  was  put  upon  the 
statute.  The  Court  there  entered  a  nonsuit,  the  bill  con- 
taining charges  for  business  done  at  the  Quarter  Sessions, 
and  not  having  been  delivered.  That  case,  however,  was 
decided  merely  on  the  authority  of  Ex  parte  fFiUiam*. 
Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  upon  inquiry  it  was  found  to  be 
the  practice  of  the  Court  to  tax  such  bills  for  business 
done  altogether  at  the  Sessions,  and  there  was  no  reason 
for  restraining  the  general  words  of  the  first  part  of  the 
clause,  which  requires  an  attorney  to  deliver  his  bill  one 
month  before  he  commences  any  action  for  the  recovery  of 
the  amount  On  looking  at  the  statute,  however,  it  will 
be  seen  that  there  is  reason  for  construing  that  part  of  the 
statute  restrictively,  as  the  clause  is  necessarily  connected 
with  the  other  parts  of  the  statute.  The  case  of  Lloyd  v. 
Maund  is  only  to  be  met  with  in  the  manuscript  cited  in 
Tidds  Practice^  and  was  overruled  by  Ex  parte  Par- 
iridge  (c).  The  Court  of  Requests  in  Middlesex  is  not  a 
Court  of  Record  at  Westminster.  In  all  the  cases  in  which 
business  done  in  Courts  has  been  held  to  be  taxable,  the 
Courts  have  been  Courts  of  record ;  as  the  Court  of  Great 
Sessions  in  Wales^  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions;  so  the 
Court  of  Insolvent  Debtors  is  a  Court  of  record  for  some 
purposes ;  so  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  might  be  considered 
as  coming  within  the  description  of ''  at  equity"  in  the  sta- 
tute, though  the  decision  as  to  business  done  in  bankruptcy 

(o)  4  T.  R.  496.  (6)  6  T.  R.  694.  (c)  2  Merivale,  600. 
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E«*.  fl/"Pifa«,  being  taxable  (a)  has  been  overruled.  Crowder-v.Dariesiby. 
*     In  WiUiamt  t.  OdeU(c),  it  was  held,  that  as  there  was  no 
BccEB        course  in  practice  for  taxation  of  bills  in  the  Hotue  of 
Welli.        Lordt,  there  was  no  criterion  by  which  the  officer  of  this 
Court  would  be  enabled  to  tax  a  bill  for  business  done  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  or  any  means  to  which  he  could  re- 
sort for  assistance ;  and,  therefore,  the  Court  refused  to 
grant  an  order  for  taxation.     It  is  impossible  to  distin- 
guish that  case  from  the   present.     So,  a  solicitor's  bill 
for  business  done  for  a  royal  charitable  foundation,  though 
the  office  of  visitor  is  exercised  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  is 
not  taxable  (d). 

In  Bttrtoav.ChaUerton{e),  Lord  Tenterclea  atdi — "We 
ought  to  be  quite  satisfied,  before  we  nonsuit  aplaintifTon 
this  ground,  that  there  was  some  authority  to  which  these 
items  could  have  been  referred  for  taxation,"  In  the  Insol- 
vent Court,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  the  Courts 
of  Great  Sessions  in  Wales,  there  are  taxing  officers. 

The  statute  only  applies  to  proceedings  at  law  or  equity. 
The  Court  of  Requests  is  neither  one  nor  the  other.  The 
question  has  been  argued  as  if  it  had  been  a  matter  arising 
in  a  common  law  county  court.  The  Middlesex  Court  of 
Requests,  however,  is  a  Court  neither  of  law  nor  of  equity. 
Its  proceedings  are  quite  different  from  the  common  law 
proceedings  of  the  county  court.  The  Court  are  to  decide 
as  they  shall  find  to  stand  with  equity  and  good  conscience. 
It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Bye  {J"),  that  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  Court  of  Requests  of  this  nature  were  not 
proceedings  at  law  i  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on 
that  ground  held,  that  a  writ  of  false  judgment  did  not  lie 
from  such  court. 

(«)  Cvllint  V.  Nichokon,  2Taun-  (e)  3  B.  &  Aid.  AHJ. 

ton,321.  {/)0B.Moore,6J9,2Biiiif.344, 

(6)  3  V.  &  J.  433.  and  see   Tingle  v.  Roslou,  2  Bing. 

{c)  4  Price.  279.  463. 
(rf)  9  Ves.  647. 
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Bayley,  B. — The  present  impression  upon  my  mind  is,  ^^^  rf  ^^» 
that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.     As,  however,  it    ^...^^.^L^ 
is  stated  to  us  that  a  rule  involving  a  point  somewhat  si-        Beckb 
milar  is  pending  in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  the  execu-       Wells. 
tion  in  this  case  will  be  suspended,  because  we  should  wish 
to  give  this  case  a  greater  degree  of  consideration,  if  we 
find  that  our  judgment  is  opposed  to  that  of  the  Judges  of 
another  Court. 

At  present  I  cannot  say  that  I  entertain  any  doubt.  The 
principal  ground  on  which  my  judgment  is  founded  is,  that 
the  proceedings  in  this  case  were  in  a  court  in  which  there 
is  no  taxing  officer.  The  question  arises  on  the  2  Geo.  S, 
c.  2S,  s.  S3.  That  statute  provides  that  no  attorney  or  so- 
licitor shall  commence  or  maintain  any  action  or  suit  for 
the  recovery  of  any  fees  &c.,  at  law  or  in  equity,  until  the 
expiration  of  one  month  after  be  shall  have  delivered  his 
bill  &e.  And  it  further  provides,  that  upon  application  of 
the  party  chargeable  by  such  bill  &c.,  unto  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor.  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  unto  any  of  the  Courts  afore- 
said, or  unto  a  Judge  or  Baron  of  any  of  the  said  Courts 
respectively  in  which  the  business  contained  in  such  bill,  or 
the  greatest  part  thereof  in  amount  or  value,  shall  have 
been  transacted  &c.,  it  shall  be  lawful  &c. ,  for  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  the  said  Courts,  or  a 
Judge  or  Baron  of  the  said  Courts  respectively,  to  refer 
the  bill  for  taxation. 

The  language  certainly  is,  that  the  order  to  tax  is  to  be 
made  by  the  Court  in  which  the  business  is  done,  or  by  a 
Judge  of  such  Court.  There  are  cases  in  which  there  has 
been  a  reference  for  taxation,  where  the  business  has  been 
done  in  a  different  Court  from  the  one  ordering  the  taxa- 
tion ;  but  there  is  no  ease  of  referring  a  bill  for  taxation 
for  business  done  in  a  Court  in  which  there  is  no  taxing 
officer.  The  provision  is — *'  to  be  taxed  and  settled  by 
the  proper  officer  of  such  Court.*'  There  must,  therefore, 
be  a  proper  taxing  officer. 

VOL.  I.  o 
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When  the  case  as  to  business  done  at  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions came  before  the  Court  ofKing't  Bench,  that  Court 
at  first  was  of  opinion  that  the  bill  could  not  be  taxed. 
Why  ?  Because  they  thought  that  there  was  no  officer 
proper  to  tax  it.  Why  was  that  opinion  afterwards  alter- 
ed ?  The  reason  was,  as  stated  by  Lord  Kenyon,  that  the 
Court  was  informed,  that  the  officer  of  that  Court  was  in 
the  habit  of  taxing  bills  of  that  description. . 

In  the  superior  Courtsof  Wettminater  Hall,  in  the  Great 
Sessions  of  Waki,  and  in  the  Insolvent  Court,  there  are 
taxing  officers.  In  the  House  of  Lords  there  is  none. 
Now,  what  are  the  decisions  with  respect  to  these  Courts  ? 
Why,  that  bills  are  referred  for  taxation,  for  business  done 
in  those  Courts  in  which  there  are  taxing  officers,  and  that 
a  bill  for  business  done  in  (he  House  of  Lords,  yfheve  there 
is  no  taxing  officer,  will  not  be  referred  for  taxation.  The 
distinction,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  is,  as  to  bu«ne^  done 
in  Courts  where  there  is  a  taxing  officer,  and  business  done 
in  Courts  where  there  is  no  taxing  officer.  If  the  Court 
has  no  taxing  officer,  the  business  ia  not  to  be  considered 
as  done  at  law  or  in  equity,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute. 

In  the  present  case  there  are  attendances  in  a  court,  but 
those  attendances  are  not  as  an  attorney.  The  Court  of 
Requests  has  no  attornies.  From  the  nature  of  its  buu- 
ness  it  cannot  be  expected  that  attornies  should  practise 
in  it.  An  attorney's  time  is  valuable ;  he  has  a  right  to 
be  paid  for  his  time,  and  there  is  no  provision  in  the  acts 
relative  to  these  courts  for  making  a  compensation  to 
attornies.  I  apprehend  that  an  attorney,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  has  no  more  right  to  stand  forward  for  a  party  in  a 
suit  in  the  Court  of  Requests,  than  any  other  person  who 
is  not  an  attorney.  Any  friend  may  come  forward  in  be- 
half of  the  party  in  the  suit. 

Now,  what  fees  are  there?     There  are  allowances  to  be 
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made  to  the  officers  of  the  Court,  but  no  fees  are  given  by  ^^^^^^^* 
the  acts  of  Parliament  to  attornies.  (The  learned  Baron  \  ^  <^ 
then  referred  to  the  amount  of  the  particular  items,  the  fees  Becks 
to  the  high  bailiflTs  clerk,  &c.  &c.  &c.)  These  charges  are  Wsllb. 
of  so  minute  a  nature  as  to  shew,  that  the  business  of  the 
Court  is  not  such  as  that  an  attorney  would  be  likely  to  be  em- 
ployed about  it*  If  an  attorney  be  employed,  there  are  no 
fees  by  which  he  is  to  be  remunerated;  and,  if  a  party  will 
have  the  assistance  of  an  attorney,  he  must  pay  for  his  at- 
tendance as  on  a  quantum  meruit.  Who  then  is  to  decide 
on  the  amount?  A  jury  must  decide  on  it;  no  other  sub* 
stitute  is  provided*  If  there  were  a  taxing  officer,  the  offi- 
cer of  this  Court  might  call  him  in*  In  the  Court  of  Re- 
quests, however,  there  are  no  fees  payable.  If  there  are  no 
fees,  it  seems  to  me  not  to  be  a  court  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  Parliament;  and  I  think  that  the  plaintiff's 
demand  in  this  case  is  not  for  a  fee,  but  for  a  reasonable 
compensation  to  the  party  for  his  trouble  for  appearing, 
not  in  the  character  of  an  attorney,  but  in  that  of  a  substi- 
tute. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  bill  in  this  case 
is  not  one  which  required  delivery  under  the  statute,  and, 
consequently,  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute* 

Vaughan,  B. — This  is  an  application  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit  in  this  case.  The  question  turns  purely  upon  the 
construction  of  the  clause  in  the  act  of  Parliament.  (The 
learned  Baron  then  referred  to  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  ^,  s.  23*} 
The  words  are  clear^  **  at  law  or  in  equity.'*  The  object  is 
plain;  it  is  to  give  the  client  an  opportunity  of  getting  the 
bill  taxed  by  the  proper  officer ;  and  the  clause  in  terms  men- 
tions that  it  shall  be  taxed  by  the  officer.  The  point  then 
upon  which,  in  my  opinion,  this  case  ought  to  be  decided,  is, 
that  there  is  no  taxing  officer  in  this  Court  of  Requests. 
Such  a  bill  has  never  been  taxed  in  practice.  One  object 
of  the  acts  for  these  Courts  of  Requests  is  to  exclude  at- 

g2 
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E*eh.  6/  PiMi,  dudosed  in  the  affidavits  did  not  shew  sufficient  inquiries 

to  make  out  a  case  of  due  diligence. 

Bayley»  B. — I  think  that  due  diligence  has  been 
used  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule  of  Court.  The  defendant  can  have 
no  doubt  as  to  whom  was  meant,  as  the  writ  adopts  the 
initials  which  he  is  in  the  habit  of  using  in  his  signature. 

Now,  the  question  is,  whether  due  diligence  has  been 
used  to  obtain  knowledge  of  the  proper  name.  The  plain- 
tiff lived  at  a  distance,  and  he  writes  to  his  attorney  in 
London  to  make  the  necessary  inquiries.  The  attorney 
does  not  apply  to  the  defendant  himself,  or  at  his  house, 
or  place  of  business,  or  to  his  immediate  friends;  but  we 
must  see  whether  there  are  sufficient  reasons  for  his  not 
doing  so.  It  appears  from  the  affidavits  that  the  sum  for 
which  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  is  a  very  large  one,  and 
misconduct  in  the  transaction  is  imputed  to  the  defen- 
dant; and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  swears,  that  he  believes 
that  the  defendant  would  have  gone  off  if  he  had  known 
that  proceedings  were  about  to  be  instituted.  It  would, 
therefore,  have,  been  imprudent  to  go  to  inquire  of  the 
defendant,  or  of  persons  who  might  have  communicated 
to  him  that  such  inquiries  had  been  made;  but  the  attor- 
ney did  go  to  several  persons  who  were  likely  to  know; 
amongst  others,  he  goes  to  Lewis,  who  could  have  given 
him  the  information,  but  who  told  him  that  he  had  par- 
ticular reasons  for  not  giving  it.  It  has  been  said  that  he 
did  not  go  to  the  Alien  Office,  or  look  at  the  London  Di^ 
rectory:  if  he  could  have  got  information  which  could  be 
relied  upon  from  these  sources,  that  might  be  a  good  ar- 
gument ;  but  it  turns  out,  that,  at  the  Alien  Office,  they  do 
not  permit  a  search  for  a  purpose  like  the  present ;  and 
when  we  look  at  one  existing  London  Directory,  we  do 
not  find  the  necessary  information  there;  and  even  if  the 
Directory  did  contain  the  full  names,  a  party  might  run 
great  risk  of  adopting  a  wrong  name  from  that  information. 
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I  am  of  opinion,  therefore^  that,  in  this  case,  consider-  ^^\^2.^^ 

able  pains  have  been  taken,  which,  I  think,  amount  to  due  **— v— ^ 

diligence,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  Court.  "'^^* 


V. 

Marreco. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was — 

Discharged. 


waa 


Wadsworth  v.  Marshall. 

JtLNOWLES  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  where,  at  the 
an  attachment  should  not  issue  against  the  defendant  for  ti««o/thc8er. 

^  vice  ofamopo?" 

disobeying  a  subpcena  ad  testificandum —  ««  od  testifican- 

dum, the  on^' 
nal  subpoena  ^9i 

J.  WilUams  shewed  cause,  on  an  affidavit,  stating,  that  ^untTsT-^Jw* 
at  the  time  the  copy  of  the  subpcena  was  served,  the  thatanattoch- 
original  was  not  shewn;  and  contended,  that  the  plam^  lie  for  disobe- 
tiff  was  in  no  condition  to  get  the  attachment,  as  the  ori-  ^t^^raa,  ai- 
ginal  had  not  been  shewn ;  which  was  always  necessary,  though  the  par 
where  it  was  sought  to  bring  the  party  into  contempt.         not  asked  to 

produce  it. 

KnatoleSf  cowtrh. — That  is  not  necessary.  I  can  find 
no  case  in  which  it  is  so  laid  down.  It  is  not  necessary 
unless  the  party  requires  it.  [Bayley,  B. — To  move 
for  an  attachment,  you  must  have  shewn  the  original 
rule.]  There  is  a  distinction  between  rules  of  Court  and 
process.  In  order  to  obtain  an  attachment  for  disobeying 
a  rule  of  Court,  it  is  necessary,  without  demand,  to  shew 
the  original  rule ;  but,  on  service  of  process,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  shew  the  original  process,  unless  required  to 
do  so. 

Bayley,  B. — The  Master  reports  to  us,  that  the  ordi- 
nary course  is,  to  shew  the  original  process  at  the  time  of 
service;  and  that,  unless  that  be  done,  an  attachment  can- 
not be  moved  for.     Undoubtedly,  there  are  many  cases  in 
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Each,  of  Pi$at,  which  the  service  of  documents  is  complete  without  shew- 

1QQO  * 

ing  the  originals,  unless  the  party  making  the  service  is 
required  to  shew  them;  but  there  is  an  exception  to  that 
in  all  cases  where  the  party  is  to  be  brought  into  con- 
tempt for  disobedience.  In  that  view,  therefore^  the  ser- 
vice here  was  defective. 

Rule  discharged. 


Waoswokth 

MAMfHAlft. 


Th«  attorney 
whose  name 
was  indorsed  on 
the  writ  was  not 
an  attorney  of 
the  Court  out  of 
which  the  pro- 
cess issued,  but 
was  an  attorney 
of  the  other 
Courts : — Heid, 
so  far  a  compli> 
ance  with  Rule 
1 ,  Michaelmas 
Term,  1  JVitt.  4, 
that  the  Court 
would  not  stay 
the  proceedings 
in  toto,  but  only 
until  a  proper 
attorney  was  ap> 
pointed;  but  the 
costs  of  the  ap- 
plication were 
ordered  to  be 
paid  by  the  at- 
torney whose 
name  was  so 
indorsed. 


Constable  v.  Johnstone. 

J\.  RULE  having  been  obtained  by  Knawles,  for  stay- 
ing the  proceedings  in  this  action^  on  the  ground  of  the 
attorney,  whose  name  was  indorsed  on  the  process,  not 
having  been  admitted  an  attorney  of  this  Court — 

Kelly  shewed  cause,  on  the  affidavit  of  the  attorney^ 
that  he  was  a  solicitor  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  an 
attorney  of  the  Courts  of  King^s  Bench,  and  Common 
Pleas,  and  that  he  had  been  informed,  by  an  officer  of  this 
Court,  to  whom  he  had  made  appUcation  on  the  subject, 
that  a  solicitor,  admitted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  might 
practise,  without  admission  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Lord  Lyndhorst,  C.  B.— Probably  the  plaintiflF's  at- 
torney has  been  misled  by  receiving  his  information  from 
an  officer  on  the  equity  side  of  the  Court.  I  think  the 
proceedings  ought  to  be  stayed  until  a  proper  attorney  is 
appointed. 

Knowles  submitted  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  rule 
made  absolute  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  altogether,  as  the 
indorsement  of  the  name  of  an  attorney  not  on  the  rolls  of 
the  Court  was  completely  nugatory,  and  was  the  same  as 
if  no  attorney's  name  had  been  indorsed^  and,  therefore, 
an  irregularity  within  R.  1,  M.  T.  1  WiU,  4. 
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Baylby,  B. — He  is  an  attorney,  though  not  of  this  Court.    Exch.gPUat, 

The  Court  stayed  the  proceedings  until  an  attorney  <^on«table 
of  this  Court  should  be  substituted ;  and  ordered  the  pre-  Johnstone. 
sent  attorney  to  pay  the  eosts  of  this  application. 

Proceedings  stayed* 


Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Thomas. 

Assumpsit.— T\i%  first    count  of    the  declaration  Declaration  stmt-. 
stated,  that  before  the  making  of  the  promise  thereinafter  ^ffw,,*^^! 

ed  of  a  filnn, 
upon  which  were  certain  growing  crops,  and  on  which  the  plaintiff  bad  done  certain  work  and  labour^ 
and  expended  certain  materials  in  making  the  lands  ready  for  tillage,  of  which  work,  labour,  and  ma- 
terials he  the  plaintiff  had  not  derived  the  bene6t ;  and  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would 
let  the  (arm  to  the  defendant  for  fourteen  years,  the  defendant  undertook  to  take  tbe  crops,  and 
pay  for  them,  and  for  the  work,  labour,  and  materials,  according  to  a  valuation:  averments— that 
plaintiff  let  the  fimn  accordingly,  and  left  the  crops  upon  it;  and  that  the  defendant  took  posses- 
aiovi  of  the  £snn,  and  had  the  benefit  of  the  work,  labour,  and  materials;  and  that  the  valuation 
was  made,  but  that  defendant  did  not  pay. 

Plea — that  the  crops,  and  the  benefit  of  the  work,  labour,  and  materials,  were  not  excepted  or 
reserved  out  of  the  letting  or  agreement  to  let,  and  that  there  was  no  agreement  in  writing  in  re- 
apect  of  those  causes  of  action,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  signed  by  the  defendant,  or 
any  person  by  him  lawfully  authorized: — Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  contract  was  for  an  interest 
In  land,  and  that  the  right  to  the  crops,  and  the  benefit  of  the  work  and  labour,  were  both  of  them 
an  interest  in  land,  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

To  an  indebitatus  count  for  crops  bargained  and  sold,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  bargain 
and  sale,  accepted  and  taken,  and  had  and  received  and  cut  down  by  the  defendant,  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  crops,  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  and  sale,  were  growing  upon  and  affixed  to  cer- 
tain lands ;  and  that  before  the  bargain  and  sale  there  was  a  treaty  on  foot  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  by  which  it  was  proposed  that  the  plaintiff  should  let  the  lands  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  defendant  should  take  therewith  the  said  crops ;  and  that  the  defendant  assented  to  the 
treaty ;  and  that,  in  order  to  carry  the  treaty  into  effect,  tbe  supposed  bargain  and  sale  was  verbally 
contracted  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant;  and  that  there  was  no  agreement  in  writing,  or  any 
memorandum  or  note  thereof: — Held,  that  the  crops  were,  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  and  sale, 
am  interest  in  the  land,  and  that  the  case  was  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Same  point  held  on  a  simitar  plea  to  a  count  for  work,  labour,  and  materials. 

In  tndehitatus  tuntmpeit  upon  an  account  stated  defendant  pleaded,  that  before  the  taking 
of  the  account  there  was  a  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of  certain  crops  growing  upon  the  plain/* 
tiff's  land,  and  for  work,  labour,  and  materials,  done  and  used  in  preparing  the  land  for  tillage ;  and 
that  there  was  a  treaty  for  the  plaintiff's  letting  and  the  defendant's  taking  the  land  for  fourteen 
years,  to  which  fhe  defendant  assented ;  and  that  the  money  to  be  paid  for  the  crops,  and  the  work, 
labour,  and  materials,  was  the  money  concerning  which  the  account  was  stated ;  and  that  there  was 
no  agreement  in  writing,  or  any  note  thereo£  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  account 
waa  stated,  the  defendant  had  mown  the  crops  and  taken  them  to  his  own  use,  and  had  and  re- 
ceived the  amount  of  the  work  and  labour  and  materials.  The  defendant  rejoined,  traversing  that 
be  bad  cut  down  the  crops,  and  received  the  amount  of  the  work  and  labour,  &c.,  before  the  stat- 
ing of  the  account*  General  demurrer: — Held,  thai  the  contract,  as  appearing  on  the  pleadings, 
was  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Jn  aetumpsit  on  a  promise  to  manage  a  farm  in  a  good  and  husband-like  manner,  and  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  country : — Semhle,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  assign  a  breach  in  tbe  words  of  the  promise. 
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Sxeh.  rf  Pieiu,  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  bad  been  and  was  lawfully  pos- 

looo 

^    sessed  of,  and  entitled  to,  a  certain  farm,  lands,  and  pre- 
Earl  of       mises,  upon  which  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  certain  crops 
„,  of  com  and  turnips  of  the  said  plaintiff,  of  great  yalue, 

Tbomab.  were  then  growing  and  being,  and  upon  divers  parts  of 
which  said  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  he,  the  said  plain- 
tiff, had  before  then,  by  his  servants,  done,  performed,  and 
bestowed  certain  work  and  labour,  and  used  and  expended 
certain  materials  in  and  about  the  preparing  and  making 
the  same  ready  for  tillage,  of  which  said  work  and  labour 
and  materials  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  promise  of  the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned, 
had  not  derived  the  benefit,  to  wit,  at  &c.  And,  there- 
upon, theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  defen- 
dant, would  let  to  him,  the  defendant,  the  said  farm,  lands, 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  excepting  and  re- 
serving as  in  that  behalf  agreed  upon,  for  a  certain  term,  to 
wit,  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  from  the  S9ih  day  of  Sep- 
tembevy  in  the  year  1827,  and  upon  certain  terms  in  that 
behalf  agreed  upon ;  he,  the  defendant,  undertook,  and 
then  and  there  promised  the  plaintiff,  to  take  the  said 
growing  crops,  and  pay  and  allow  him  for  the  same,  and 
for  the  said  work,  and  labour,  and  materials,  according  to 
a  valuation  thereof  to  be  made  by  certain  persons,  to  wit, 
a  certain  person  to  be  appointed  by  and  on  behalf  of  the 
said  plaintiff,  and  a  certain  other  person  to  be  appointed 
by  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  defendant,  to  value  the  same. 
And  the  plaintiff  averred,  that  he,  confiding  &c.,  did  after* 
wards  let  to  the  said  defendant  the  said  farm,  lands,  and 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  said  term,  and 
upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  excepting  and  reserving  as  in 
that  behalf  agreed  upon  ;  and  did  leave  on  the  said  pre- 
mises the  said  crops  so  growing  and  being  thereon  as  afore- 
said; and  that  the  defendant  did  then  and  there  take  pos- 
session of  the  said  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  and  of  the 
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said  crops  so  then  and  there  growing  thereon  as  aforesaid;  JEnsft.  of  PUas, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  and  received  the  benefit  of  the  ^ 

said  work  and  labour  and  materials^  and  took  the  said        Cvi  of 

,  .  .  o  A     -I    1        1  •     •/r»i»  Falmouth 

crops  to  his  own  use,  to  wit,  at  &c.     And  the  plaintiii  lur-  «. 

ther  averred,  that  afterwards  the  said  growing  crops,  work 
and  ktbour,  and  materials,  were  fairly  valued  by  one «/.  D., 
a  person  for  that  purpose  duly  appointed  by  and  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  one  fV.  P.,  a  person  for  that  purpose 
duly  appointed  by  and  on  thebehalf  of  the  defendant,  at  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  147/.  ISs,  Of  all  which  pre- 
mises the  defendant  had  notice,  and  was  then  and  there 
requested  to  pay  the  sum  of  147/.  ISs.  to  the  plaintiff. 
Breach  for  non-payment  of  that  sum. 

The  second  count  was  similar  to  the  first,  to  the  end 
of  the  valuation  by  «/.  Z>.  and  W,  P.,  and  the  averment 
of  notice.     It  then  proceeded  as  follows: — And  the  said 
plaintiff  further  saith,  that  after  such  valuation  had  been 
so  made,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  that  the  said  crops,  work  and  la- 
bour, and  materials,  should  be  again  valued  by  certain 
other  persons,  to  wit,  one  iZ. «/.  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  one  T.  H.  on  behalf  of  the  defendant;   and 
thereupon  afterwards,  in  consideration  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff, at  the  like  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  had 
undertaken  and  promised  the  defendant  to  accept  and  re- 
ceive of  and  from  the  defendant  the  amount  at  which  the 
said  crops,  work,  and  labour,  should  be  valued  by  the  said  R, 
J.  and  T.  H.^  instead  of  the  said  sum  of  147/.  ISs.  at  which 
the  said  crops  &c.  had  been  so  valued  ss  aforesaid,  he 
the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
and  allow  him  for  the  said  crops,  &c.,  according  to  such 
valuation  so  to  be  made  as  last-mentioned ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff averred,  that,  afterwards,  the  said  growing  crops,  &c., 
were  valued  by  the  said  R.  J.  and  T.  H,  at  a  certain  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  170/.  8«.,  of  all  which  pre- 
mises the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c., 
had  notice,  and  was  then  and  there  requested  to  pay  the 
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^eh,  of  Pleat,  gaid  suui  of  170/.  3#.  to  the  plaintiff;  concluding  with  a 
s.^.^.^.^,^     breach  as  in  the  first  count,  substituting  llOL  S$»  for 

Burl  of  147/.  13,. 

Falmouth 

V.  The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  first  count,  to  the 

statement  of  the  agreement,  which  it  stated  as  follows : — 
And  thereupon  heretofore,  to  wit»  on  &c*,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  like  instance  and  request  of  the 
defendant,  would  agree  to  let  to  him  the  defendant  the 
said  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  for  a  certain  term  of  years, 
to  wit,  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  from  the  29th  day  of 
September f  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  and  upon  cer* 
tain  terms,  excepting  and  reserying  as   in   that  behalf 
agreed  upon,  and  would  suffer  and  permit  the  said  defen* 
dant  to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  said  farm, 
lands,  and  premises,  and  to  take  and  have  the  said  grow- 
ing crops  to  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to  have  and  en* 
joy  the  benefit  of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  materials, 
he  the  defendant  undertook,  and  then  and  there  promised 
the  plaintiff,  to  take  the  said  growing  crops,  and  pay  and 
allow  him  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  same,  and  for  the  work 
and  labour  and  materials,  according  to  a  valuation  thereof 
to  be  made  by  certain  persons  &c. ;  and  the  plaintiff  aver- 
red, that  he,  confiding  &c.,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
at  &c.,  agree  to  let  to  the  defendant  the  said  farm,  lands, 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  said  term 
of  years,  and  upon  the  said  terms,  excepting  and  reserv* 
ing  as  in  that  behalf  agreed  upon,  and  did  leave  on  the 
said  premises  the  said  crops  growing  and  being  thereon 
as  aforesaid,  and  did  suffer  and  permit  the  said  defendant 
to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  said  farm,  lands, 
and  premises,  and  to   take  and  have  the  said  growing 
crops  to  and  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to  have  and 
enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  mate- 
rials ;  and  that  the  defendant  did  then  and  there  enter 
upon  and  take  possession  of  the  said  farm,  lands,  and  pre- 
mises, and  take  and  have  the  said  growing  crops  to  and 


THOMAf. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  9S 

for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  have  and  enjoy  the  benefit  BmH,  rf  PUoi, 

1832. 

of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  materials,  to  wit,  at  &c«  ^ 

And  the  plaintiff  further  averred,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,        Bari  of 

Falwoutr 

on  &c,  at  &c,  the  said  growing  crops,  work, labour,and  ma- 
terials, were  fairly  valued  by  one  «/•  D.  &c.,  and  one  fV.  P«, 
&c.,  at  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  1471.  ISi.;  of  all 
which  premises  the  defendant  had  notice,  and  was  re- 
quested &c.     Breach  as  in  first  count. 

The  fourth  count  was  similar  to  the  third,  only  that, 
like  the  second  count,  it  stated  a  second  valuation  at 
1702.  Ss.,  and  breach  accordingly. 

The  seventh  count  stated,  that  the  said  defendant  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  had  become  and  was  tenant 
to  the  plaintiff  of  a  certain  other  farm,  lands,  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances ;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  he 
the  defendant  undertook,  and  then  and  there  promised  the 
plaintiff,  to  manage,  use,  and  cultivate  the  said  farm,  lands, 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  during  the  said  te- 
nancy, in  a  good  and  husband^like  manner,  and  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  country  where  the  said  farm,  lands, 
and  premises  were  situate ;  and  the  plaintiff  averred,  that 
the  said  defendant  was  and  continued  tenant  to  the  said 
plaintiff  of  the  said  farm,  lands,  and  premises,  for  a  long 
space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the  time  of  making  his  said 
promise  and  undertaking  hitherto,  to  wit,  at  &c. ;  yet  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  his  said  promise  and  undertak- 
ing, but  contriving  &c.,  did  not  nor  would,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  tenancy  as  aforesaid,  manage,  use,  or 
Cultivate  the  said  farm,  lands,  and  premises  in  a  good  and 
husband-like  manner,  and  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
country  where  the  said  farm^  lands,  and  premises  were  so 
situate  as  aforesaid ;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  he  the 
said  defendant,  after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  and 
undertaking,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  te- 
nancy, to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
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^^^'^'  day  of  exhibiting  the  bill  of  the  phintiff;  to  wit,  at  &c., 

managed,  used,  and  cukiTated  the  said  farm,  lands,  and 
premises,  in  a  bad,  improper,  and  unhusband-Iike  manner, 
and  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  country  where  the  said 
farm,  lands,  and  premises  were  so  situate  as  aforesaid,  and 
contrary  to  the  said  last-mentioned  promise  and  undertak- 
ing of  the  said  defendant,  to  wit,  at  &c. 

The  eighth  count  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  indebt* 
ed  to  the  plaintiff  in  200/.,  for  diTers  crops  of  com,  wheat, 
and  turnips  of  the  plaintiff,  before  then  bargained  and 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  and 
by  the  defendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  bargain  and 
sale,  before  then  accepted,  had,  and  received,  and  mown, 
cut  down,  and  taken  to  his  own  use ;  and  in  the  sum  of 
200/.  before  then  due,  and  of  right  payable  by  the  said 
defendant  to  the  said  plaintiff,  for  and  in  respect  of  cer^ 
tain  work  and  labour  before  then  done,  and  of  certain 
materials  before  then  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  and  about 
the  preparing  and  making  ready  for  tillage  divers  parts  of 
certain  lands  and  premises  afterwards  let  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  at  his  request,  and  of  which  said  work 
and  labour  and  materials  the  said  defendant  had  the  use 
and  benefit,  and  for  which  the  said  defendant  was  to  pay 
the  said  plaintiff;  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  200/.  for 
the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  lands  and  premises  of 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  at  his  like  instance  and  re- 
quest, and  by  the  sufferance  and  permission  of  the  plain- 
tiff before  then  had,  held,  used,  occupied,  possessed,  and 
enjoyed;  and  in  the  sum  of  200/.  for  the  price  and  value 
of  certain  goods  before  then  bargained  and  sold  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  his  request ;  and  in  the  sum 
of  200/.  for  the  price  and  value  of  goods  before  then  sold 
and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  re- 
quest ;  and  in  200A  for  the  price  and  value  of  work  then 
and  there  done,  and  materials  for  the  same  provided  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request;  and  in  200/* 
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for  money  lent,  money  had  and  receiyed,  and  on  an  ac«   Exch.  of  Pleat, 
count  stated.      The  count  then  stated  a  promise,  and  - 

breach.  „  B*'>  «>^ 

Falmouth 

Pleas — First,  the  general  issue.  _   o. 

Secondly. — As  to  the  first  four  counts,  actio  non ;  be- 
cause he  says  that  the  said  several  terms  of  fourteen 
years  each,  in  the  said  first  four  counts  of  the  declaration 
respectively  mentioned,  were  certain  terms  of  fourteen 
years,  which  were  to  commence  respectively  from  the 
29th  day  of  September ^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  and 
which  was  the  29th  day  of  September  next  before  the 
making  of  the  said  promises  of  the  said  defendant  in 
the  said  first  four  counts  respectively  mentioned;  and 
the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  said  crops  in  the 
said  first  four  counts  respectively  mentioned,  and  the  be- 
nefit of  the  said  work,  labour,  and  materials,  in  those 
counts  respectively  mentioned,  were  not,  nor  was  any 
part  thereof,  agreed  to  be  excepted  or  reserved,  nor  were 
they,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  excepted  or  reserved 
out  of  the  lettings  in  the  first  and  second  counts  respec- 
tively mentioned,  or  out  of  the  agreements  to  let  in  the 
third  and  fourth  counts  respectively  mentioned ;  and  the 
defendant  further  says,  that  no  agreement  in  respect  of  or 
relating  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  first  four  counts 
respectively  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  nor  any 
memorandum  or  note  thereof,  wherein  the  said  promises 
of  the  said  defendant  in  those  counts  mentioned,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  were  or  was  stated  or  shewn,  was  in  writ* 
ing,  signed  by  the  defendant,  or  any  other  person  there- 
unto by  him  lawfully  authorized.  And  thb  the  said  de- 
fendant is  ready  to  verify  &c. 

The  third  plea. — ^As  to  so  much  of  the  last  count  of  the  de- 
claration as  relates  to  the  said  sum  of  200£,  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff therein  avers  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  him  the 
plaintiff  for  divers  crops  of  com,  wheat,  and  turnips,  bar- 
gafaied  and  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  actio  non; 
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Exek.  ofPktut  because  he  says,  that  the  said  crops,  at  the  time  of  the  said 
^  '  ^    bargain  and  sale,  were  growing  in  and  u  pon,  and  were  affixed 
Earl  of       to  Certain  lands  of  and  belonging  to,  and  then  in  the  posses- 
9.  sion  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit  in  the  county  aforesaid*     And 

that  while  the  crops  were  90  growing  in  and  upon,  and 
were  so  affixed  to  the  said  lands,  and  just  before  the  aaid 
supposed  bargain  and  sale,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  November, 
in  the  year  18S7,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  there  was  a 
treaty  on  foot  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  by 
which  it  was  proposed,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  let  the  said  lands,  with  the  appurtenances, 
excepting  all  timber,  trees,  and  saplings,  tin,  copper,  lead, 
and  all  other  materials,  metals,  clay,  marl  and  stone,  water 
and  water-courses,  and  also  liberty  of  hunting,  shooting 
and  sporting  in,  upon,  and  over  the  said  premises,  and  also 
liberty  to  take  in  hand  any  part  of  the  said  premises  for 
the  purpose  of  making  roads  or  planting,  or  any  other 
purpose,  on  making  satisfaction  to  the  said  defendant,  his 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same 
from  the  29th  day  of  September  then  last  past,  for  a  term 
of  fourteen  years  thence  next  ensuing ;  and  that  the  defen- 
dant should  take  the  said  lands,  with  the  appurtenances, 
except  as  aforesaid,  for  the  said  term,  and  should  take 
therewith  the  said  crops  so  growing  thereupon,  and, affixed 
thereto  as  aforesaid ;  and  thereupon^-  to  .wit,  on  the  said 
14th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  and  just  before  the  said  supposed  bargain  and 
sale,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  assented  to>the  terms 
of  the  said  treaty ;   and  thereupon,  in  order;  to  carry  the 
terms  of  the  said  treaty  into  execution,  the  said  supposed 
bargain  and  sale,  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea 
mentioned,  was  verbally  contracted  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  &c*    And  the  de- 
fendant says,  that  no  agreement  in  respect  of  or  relating  to 
the  said  cause  of  action,  in  the  introductory  part  of  this 
plea  mentioned,  nor  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof. 
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wherein  the  said  contract  of  bargain  and  sale  is  stated  or  ^c^-  of  pieas, 

1832. 
shewn,  was  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendant,  or  any     ^^..^^Jl^ 

other  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized.     And        ^nri  of 

Falmouth 

this  he  is  ready  to  verify  &c« 

The  defendant  pleaded,  fourthly — As  to  so  much  of  the 
last  count  of  the  declaration  as  related  to  the  sum  of  200/., 
in  which  the  plaintiiF  had  averred  that  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  him,  as  being  due  and  payable  in  respect  of 
certain  work  and  labour  before  then  done,  and  of  certain 
materials  before  then  used  by  the  plaintiiF,  in  and  about 
the  preparing  and  making  ready  for  tillage  divers  parts  of 
certain  lands  and  premises,  which  were  afterwards  let  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  and  of  which 
work  and  labour  the  defendant  had  the  use  and  benefit, 
and  for  which  the  defendant  was  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  ac- 
tio  nan — because  he  says,  that  the  defendant  was  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  promise 
theretofore  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
that  just  before  the  making  of  the  said  promise  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  wit,  on  &c.,  there  was  a  treaty  on  foot  &c.,  as 
in  the  third  plea,  to  the  end. 

By  the  fifth  plea,  the  defendant  pleaded — As  to  so  much 
of  the  said  last  count  as  related  to  the  sum  of  200/.,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  had  averred  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  him  for  money  found  to  be  due  on  an  account 
stated  between  them ;  that  the  said  account  was  stated 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  of  and  concerning 
certain  monies,  which  the  defendant,  before  the  stating  of 
the  account^  verbally  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him, 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,  for  divers  crops  of  corn,  wheat 
and  turnips,  which,  at  the  time  of  making  the  same  agree- 
ment, were  growing  on  certain  lands  belonging  to  and  in 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  and  in  respect  of 
certain  work  and  labour  before  then  done,  and  certain  ma- 
terials before  then  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  and  about  the 
preparing  and  making  ready  for  tillage  divers  parts  of  the 
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^'^'is^^^"*'   same  lands,  of  which  work  and  labour  and  materials,  the 
v.—- «.,^— ^     plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  bad  not  re- 
Fa^moSth      ^®*^®^  *^®  benefit.     And  the  defendant  further  said,  that 
V.  just  before  the  making  of  the  agreement,  to  wit,  on  &c.^ 

there  was  a  treaty  on  foot  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant,  by  which  it  was  proposed  that  the  plaintiff 
should  let  the  last-mentioned  lands,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, with  the  like  exceptions  as  in  the  third  plea  men- 
tioned, to  hold  the  same  from  &c.  for  a  term  of  fourteen 
years  then  next,  and  that  the  defendant  should  take  the 
lands  (except  as  aforesaid)  for  the  said  term ;  and  should 
therewith  take  the  said  crops  so  grown  thereon  as  afore- 
said,  and  have  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  work  and 
labour  and  materials;  and  that  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
and  just  before  the  making  of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  assented  to  the  terms  of  the  said  treaty; 
and  that  thereupon,  in  order  to  carry  the  terms  of  the 
treaty  into  execution,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  consideration  that 
the  plaintiff  would  let  the  said  lands  with  the  appurte- 
nances (except  as  aforesaid),  to  the  defendant  for  the  said 
term,  and  would  permit  the  defendant  to  take  the  said 
crops  so  growing  thereon  to  his  own  use,  and  to  have  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  materials 
during  the  said  term,  he  the  defendant  verbally  agreed 
with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  said  plaintiff  certain  monies 
for  the  said  crops,  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
work  and  labour  and  materials;  which  said  monies  so 
agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  by  the  said  defen- 
dant as  aforesaid,  were  the  same  monies,  of  and  concern- 
ing which  the  said  account,  as  in  the  said  last  count  men- 
tioned, was  so  stated  as  in  that  count  is  mentioned';  and 
the  defendant  further  said,  that  no  agreement  in  respect 
of  or  relating  to  the  said  cause  of  action  in  the  introduc- 
tory part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  nor  any  memorandum 
or  note  thereof,  wherein  the  said  agreement  so  set  forth 
in  that  plea  as  aforesaid,  or  the  said  account  in  the  said 


V 


\ 

MICHAELMAS  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  *^v 

last  count  mentioned,  or  the  said  promises  therein  men-  ^^\^J*^^^** 
tioned  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  200/.,  therein  and  in  the  in*     y^^^^.,.^^.....^ 
troductory  part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  is  stated  or  shewn,        ^*'*  ^^ 
was  in  writing,  signed  by  the  said  defendant,  or  any  other  v. 

person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorized :  concluding 
with  a  verification. 

To  the  seventh  count  there  was  a  demurrer,  stating  for 
causes,  that  the  breach  assigned  in  that  count  was  too  ge- 
neral, and  that  the  count  did  not  shew  what  the  custom  of 
the  country  was  which  the  defendant  was  stated  to  have 
acted  contrary  to,  or  what  the  defendant  had  committed 
which  was  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  nor  in 
what  particular  the  said  defendant  had  broken  the  said 
custom;  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  suiBciently  in- 
formed by  the  said  seventh  count  as  to  the  cause  of  action 
of  which  the  plaintiff  complained;  and  that  the  count  was 
in  other  respects  insufficient  &c. 

Replication — To  the  general  issue,  similiter;  to  the  se- 
cond, third,  and  fourth  pleas,  general  demurrer;  to  the  fifth 
plea,  precludi  non^  Because,  before  the  stating  of  the  ac- 
count in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  defendant  had 
mown  and  cut  down,  and  accepted  and  taken,  to  and  for 
his  own  use,  the  said  crops  of  corn,  wheat  and  turnips,  in 
the  fifth  plea  mentioned,  and  had  taken,  had,  and  received, 
the  amount  of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  materials,  in 
the  same  plea  mentioned,  for  and  in  respect  of  which  the 
said  defendant  had  verbally  agreed  to  pay  the  said  plaintiff 
the  said  monies,  of  and  concerning  which  the  said  account 
was  stated  by  and  between  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said 
defendant,  as  in  the  said  fifth  plea  mentioned. 

Rejoinder — To  the  demurrer  to  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  pleas,  joinder. 

To  the  replication  to  the  fifth  plea,  actio  non;  because, 
admitting  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  mown,  cut  down, 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  and  accepted,  and  taken  to  and  for  his  own  use,  the  said 
1832. 

^     crops  of  corn,  wheat,  and  turnips,  in  the  fifth  plea  men- 

Earl  of  tioned,  and  had  taken,  had,  and  received  the  amount  of 
the  work  and  labour  and  materials,  in  the  same  plea  men- 
tioned ;  yet,  for  rejoinder,  the  defendant  said  that  he  did 
not  so  mow,  cut  down,  and  accept,  and  take  the  said  crops 
of  corn,  wheat  and  turnips,  and  take^  have  and  receive  the 
amount  of  the  said  work  and  labour  and  materials,  before 
the  stating  of  the  said  account  in  the  said  declaration  men* 
tioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his  replica- 
tion had  in  that  behalf  alleged.  To  this  there  was  a  ge- 
neral demurrer  and  joinder. 

Addison,  for  the  defendant. — The  breach  to  the  seventh 
count  is  too  general.     It  will  be  said  that  it  is  suificient  if 
it  be  alleged  in  the  terms  of  the  promise ;  but  that  propo- 
sition is  not  true  as  a  general  proposition.     It  may  be  true 
if  the  promise  be  to  do  one  or  two  specific  acts ;  but  it  is 
not  true  where  the  promise  is  of  that  comprehensive  na- 
ture that  no  information  is  given  by  so  general  a  breach 
of  what  is  the  specific  fact  complained  of.     TVam  v.  Bici^ 
ford  {a)  is  a  strong  case  on  this  subject,  for  that  case  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  decided,  as  if  the  point  had  arisen 
on  a  general  demurrer.     There  the  plaintiff  had  assigned 
his  breach  in  the  words  of  the  covenant;  but  the  Court 
held  such  assignment  too  general,  and  that  it  was  not  cured 
by  pleading  over.     In  the  present  case,  there  is  nothing 
definite  in  the  promise.     [Lord  LyndAurst,  C.  B. — As  far 
as  I  remember,  it  is  usual  to  have  special  counts,  and  to 
add  a  count  of  this  nature  at  the  end  of  such  a  decla- 
ration.]    It  may  be  so;  the  pleader  may  prefer  the  risk 
of  a  special  demurrer  to  that  of  a  nonsuit.     In  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader,  (C.  22),  in  debt  upon  contract  to  pay  20s. 

(«)  7  Price,  360, 
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upon  waste  done,  and  plaintiff  shews  that  defendant  com-   Ejreh.^ Pleas, 
mitted  waste,  it  is  not  sufficient  without  shewing  how  the  ^ 

waste  was  done.     So  in  Knisht  v,  Keith  (a\  non  performa-      „  E"*  of 

.       .  •     1        •    i_    J         Falmouth 

9f7  agreamentum,  without  saying  in  what  particular,  is  bad.  ». 

The  breach  in  the  seventh  count  really  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  that  he  did  not  perform  his  agreement.  [Bay- 
ley,  B. — It  applies  to  the  whole  farm,  and  does  not  shew  in 
what  part  the  fault  is  complained  of,  or  in  what  respect 
the  complaint  is  made.] 

Then,  as  to  the  plea  to  the  four  first  counts. — The 
case  is  clearly  brought  within  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  the  contract  cannot  be  enforced. 
— It  falls  expressly  within  the  reasoning  of  Mr.  Justice 
Liitledale,  in    Mayjield  v.  Wadsley  (b).      It  is  admitted 
on  the  pleadings,  that  the  bargain  for  the  crops  and  be- 
nefit of  the  work  and  labour  was  part  of  a  contract  em- 
bracing an  interest  in  land  within  the  statute;  and  cases 
need  hardly  be  cited  to  shew,   that  if  the  promise  be 
void  in  part  it  is  void  in  toto^    Thomas  v.  Williams  (c). 
[Bayley^  B. —  In   that    case   the   declaration  stated  the 
whole  promise  as  entire  (d).'\     So,  in  Chater  v.  Beckett  (e), 
the  defendant  promised  two  things,  one  within  and  one 
not  within  the  statute;  plaintiff  did  all  his  part,  and  de- 
fendant did  all  his   that  was  within   the   statute;    and 
the  action  was  brought  for  that  part  which  was  not  within 
the  statute,  and  failed,  because  the  contract  was  entire. 
[Bayley,  B. — The  special  count  there  stated  one  entire 
promise.]     It  could  not  have  been  stated  otherwise.     The 
plaintiff  was  not  at  liberty  to  split  the  contract.     Neale  v. 
Vineyif)^ 
But,  independently  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  de- 

(a)  Skinner,  344;  Com.  Dig.         {d)  See  this  distinction  taken  in 

Pleader,  (C.  48.)  Wood  v.  Benton,  2  Cr.  &  J  94. 
(6)  3  B.  &  C.  365 ;  6  D.  &R.  524.         (e)  7  T.  R.  20. 
(f)  10  B.  &  C.  664.  (/)  1  Campb.  471. 
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Ejch.  of  Pieai,  mand  in  the  first  four  counts  is  not  sustainable.  It  is  ad- 
y.^^^^^!L^  mitted  on  the  pleadings,  that  the  crops  were  promising^ 
Earl  of  and  that  the  work  and  labour  and  materials  had  been  be* 
stowed  on  the  land  at  the  time  of  making  the  demise  stated 
in  the  two  first  counts,  and  the  agreements  to  demise  stat- 
ed in  the  third  and  fourth  counts ;  and  that  neither  the 
crops,  nor  the  work  and  labour  and  materials  were  ex- 
cepted out  of  the  demise.  The  crops,  therefore^  and  the 
benefit  of  the  work  and  labour  and  materials  would  pass 
by  the  demise  to  the  defendant,  and  belong  to  him  of  right 
under  the  agreement.  And  if  so,  the  defendant's  submit- 
ting to  a  valuation  of  the  crops,  work  and  labour  and  ma- 
terials, whether  the  valuation  were  in  pursuance  of  the 
verbal  contract  or  not,  would  give  no  right  of  action  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  would  raise  no  implied  promise  in  the  defen- 
dant to  pay  the  amount  of  the  valuation.  Even  an  ex- 
press promise  to  pay,  under  such  circumstances,  would 
have  been  nudum  pactum. 

Then,  as  to  the  indebitatus  counts,  and  the  count  on  an 
account  stated,  the  pleas  raise  the  same  question  on  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  as  arises  on  the  pleadings  to  the  two 
special  counts,  by  shewing  that  the  crops  were  part  of  the 
land,  and  that  the  work  and  labour  and  materials  were  in- 
corporated in  it,  and  that  the  account  was  stated  about 
the  same  matters.  The  pleas,  in  short,  identify  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  indebitatus  counts  with  that  of  the  spe- 
cial countSi  and  shew  that  they  are  both  founded  on  the 
same  contract ;  and  if  the  contract  cannot  be  enforced  un- 
der the  special  counts,  which  are  adapted  to  the  facts,  so 
neither  can  it  under  the  indebitatus  counts.  Varying  the 
shape  of  the  counts  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  tiie  con- 
tract; and  the  contract  being  entire,  and  the  agreement 
for  the  crops,  work  and  labour,  and  materials,  being  mate- 
rially mixed  with  and  qualified  by  the  agreement  for  the 
land,  the  plaintiflT  is  not  at  liberty  to  declare,  as  upon  a 
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distinct  contract  for  the  crops,  work  and  labour,  and  ma-   Exch.o/PUas, 
terials.     In  Neale  v.  V%ney{a),  it  was  held,  that  indebiia-  ^ 

ius  assumpsit  could  not  be  for  fixtures  and  crops  taken  by        Earl  of 

Falmouth 

valuation  under  an  agreement  for  the  assignment  of  a  lease, 
the  agreement  being  entire,  and  the  lease  never  having 
been  assigned,  the  plaintiff  not  being  able  to  make  a  good 
title. 

FoUelty  for  the  plaintiff. — Firsts  as  to  the  breach  in  the 
seventh  count.  If  it  be  held  that  this  is  a  bad  breach,  every 
breach  in  an  action  of  this  nature  must  be  held  bad.  The 
landlord  is  not  on  the  spot.  He  finds,  afterwards,  that  the 
land  is  out  of  condition ;  and  he  knows  that  it  has  not  been 
cultivated  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country  and 
course  of  good  husbandry;  but  how  can  he  tell  in  what 
particular  ?  That  is  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  tenant. 

The  contract  is,  that  all  together  shall  be  so  cultivated ; 
not  that  any  particular  part  shall. 

In  the  books  of  precedents,  advice  is  given  not  to  parti- 
cularize in  this  respect.  In  Harris  y.  Mantle  (6),  by  particu- 
larly negativing  the  committing  waste,  the  plaintiff  was 
tied  down  to  prove  waste,  which  he  would  not  have  been, 
if  he  had  confined  himself  to  the  former  part  of  his 
breach,  which  was  assigned,  as  here,  in  the  words  of  the 
covenant. 

.The  case  in  Skinner  is  clearly  distinguishable;  it  in- 
cluded matter  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law.  [Lord  Lyndhurst, 
C.  B. — It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  he  did  not  keep  in  re- 
pair, in  the  words  of  the  covenant  (c).]  It  is  not  sufficient 
to  say,  he  did  not  perfoim  his  agreement,  because  that  in- 
volves matter  of  law;  but  if  the  promise  is  to  do  some  act, 
it  is  quite  sufficient  to  negative  the  doing  of  it  in  the  words 

(fl)  ICamp  4/1.  {h)  3T.R.307.  (c)  Lut.329. 
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Exeh.  of  pieatt  of  the  promise.     The  cases  are  all  collected  in  Comynss 

^     Digest i  Pleader,  (C.  45).     [Baylet/,  B. — It  does  not  point 

Earl  of       out  the  particular  parts  of  the  farm.]     That  is  never  done. 

Falmouth  r  it 

V.  If  the  breach  was  laid  for  not  puttmg  on  so  much  manurci 

it  would  point  out  nothing  as  to  the  particular  part  of  the 
farm,  unless  it  specified  such  a  case.  Holding  such  a 
breach  not  sufficient,  would  only  have  the  effect  of  length- 
ening the  record ;  as  the  pleader  would  be  obliged  to  spe- 
cify every  default  which  might  be  proved,  and  the  defen- 
dant would  have  no  real  advantage,  as  he  would  be  quite 
as  much  at  a  loss  to  know  for  what  the  plaintiff*  was  going. 

The  case  in  7  Price  is  peculiar  in  its  circumstances ; 
and  there  it  was  not  stated  what  was  required  to  be  done, 
the  covenant  being  upon  reasonable  request.  [Lord  Lynd' 
hursty  C.  B. — This  judgment  is  given  in  a  very  cautious 
manner.  It  is  almost  an  authority  in  the  plaintiff's  favour, 
as  to  the  general  rule.]  In  the  case  in  Skinner  there  was 
no  judgment.  In  the  case  from  Comynss  Digest^  Pleader , 
(C.  22),  it  was  a  question  of  law,  whether  waste  or  not  waste. 
In  cases  of  covenants  to  repair,  it  is  usual  to  assign  the 
breach  in  the  words  of  the  covenant,  though  the  arguments 
as  to  the  not  knowing  the  part  of  the  premises  complained 
of  would  apply  equally. 

The  rule,  then,  is,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  assign  the 
breach  in  the  terms  of  the  promise,  unless  it  involve  some 
question  of  law,  which  is  not  the  case  here. 

Then,  as  to  the  other  demurrers*  It  has  been  supposed 
that  the  crops  not  being  excepted  out  of  the  demise,  can- 
not form  the  subject  of  another  contract.  Now  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  first  and  second,  and  the  other 
counts :  however,  it  appears  on  the  record,  as  to  some  of 
those  counts,  that  the  defendant  had  reaped  the  crops  be- 
fore action  brought;  and  it  is  material  to  observe, that  the 
action  is  not  brought  to  enforce  the  taking  the  crops,  but 
to  recover  the  value  of  those  taken. 


9. 

Thomas. 
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The  old  cases  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  in  respect  to  Exek.  of  puas, 
growing  crops,  have  been  much  shaken  by  recent  deci-  ^ 

sions.    It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  sale  of  crops  ever        Earl  of 
was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature*     Evans  v. 
Roberts  (ja)f  Smith  v.  Surman  (6).     [Bayley^  B. — In  Smith 
y.  Surman  the  seller  was  to  cut  down.     By  my  notes  of 
that  case  I  find  that  the  timber  was  to  be  made  a  chattel 
by  the  seller.      Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Is  not  the  con- 
tract entire?     If  you  will  let  me  land  as  it  is,  with  crop 
and  all,  I  will  give  you  what  valuers  agree  upon.]     Why 
may  not  the  landlord  in  possession  of  the  land  make  a 
contract  as  to  the  crops,  as  well  as  the  off-going  tenant? 
It  is  clear  that  the  off-going  tenant  might  have  made  such 
a  contract,  distinct  from  the  land.    On  the  pleadings,  as 
to  the  account  stated,  we  charge  the  defendant,  not  with 
refusing  to  take  the  land,  but  with  not  paying  for  the 
crops  which  he  has  taken.     If  we  had  alleged  that  he  had 
agreed  to  take  and  to  pay,  it  might  be  different;  but  we 
do  not  allege  any  breach  of  that  kind.     It  is  no  answer  to 
the  demand  to  say  that  something  else  was  agreed  for. 
In  Wood  y.  Benson^  and  other  similar  cases,  the  plaintiff's 
declaration  alleged  an  agreement  for  something  which  was 
not  proved  as  falling  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     On 
this  record  we  avoid  that  difficulty.     No  part  of  the  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
[Bayley^  B. — The  promise  here,  as  shewn  on  the  plead- 
ings, is,  to  take  the   crops,  and  pay  for  them.      Lord 
Lyndkurstf  C*  B. — If  the  crops  could  be  separated  from 
the  land,  how  could  the  work  and  labour,  which  is  incor- 
porated with  it,  be  separated  from  the  land  demised?] 
The  work  and  labour  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  an  inter- 
est in  land.     There  may  be  a  contract  about  the  work 
and  labour  so  incorporated,  without  the  party  having  any 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  829;  8  D.  &R.         (6)  9  B.&  C.  661 ;  4  Mann.  & 
611.  Ryl.  455. 


106  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

^*^\^F^^**  interest  in  the  land,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ofT-going  tenant. 

v.,..^^^..!.^     [Lord  Lyndhurstf  C.  B. — It  is  averred  that  the  crops  are 

Earl  of       fiQi  excepted.]     The  common  counts  charge  the  defen- 

Falmoutii  *  -"  ° 

V.  dant  with  being  indebted  for  crops  bargained  and  sold. 

Now,  supposing  the  original  contract  not  available,  by 
reason  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  still,  if  the  defendant 
takes  to  the  crops,  he  is  answerable.  So  he  is  liable  on 
the  account  stated.  Leeds  v.  Burrows  (a),  Knowles  v. 
Michel  (6).  Such  a  contract,  when  executed,  cannot  be 
treated  as  a  nullity.  Crosby  v.  Wadsworth  (c),  Poulter  v. 
Killingbeck  {d),  Teal  v.  Auty  {e). 

The  defendant  here  has  taken  the  crops,  and  reaped 
them,  and  had  the  benefit  of  them.  The  defendant  is 
liable  to  pay  for  what  he  has  had. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  plaintiff  in  this  case  in- 
sists upon  three  demands  against  the  defendant,  one  for 
growing  crops;  one  for  work,  labour,  and  materials;  and 
the  third  for  the  mismanagement  of  a  farm:  and  the  ques- 
tions are,  whether  he  is  not  prevented  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  from  recovering  upon  the  first  and  second  of  these 
claims,  and  whether  the  breach  upon  the  third  is  not  laid 
too  generally. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  states,  that  he  was 
possessed  of  a  farm,  upon  which  were  certain  crops  of 
corn  and  turnips,  and  on  which  he  had  done  certain  work 
and  labour,  and  expended  certain  materials,  in  making  it 
ready  for  tillage,  of  which  work,  labour,  and  materials  he 
had  not  derived  the  benefit;  and  thereupon,  in  consider- 


(o)  12  East,  1.  (rf)  I  Bos.  &  Pull.  39?. 

(6)  13  East,  249.  (e)  2  Brod.  &  B.  99 ;  4  Moore, 

(c)  6  East,  610,  Lord  Elltnbo.  542. 
toftgh*$  judgment. 


\ 
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ation  that  the  plaintiff  would  let  him  the  farm  for  four-  ^^\^ff^^* 
teen  years,  the  defendant  undertook  to  take  the  crops,     ^^^,^.^,^J^^ 
and  pay  for  them,  and  for  the  work,  labour,  and  mate-     „  ^^'^  ^^ 

,  ,  ,  Falmouth 

rials,  according  to  a  valuation.     It  is  then  averred  that  v. 

Xhomas* 

the  plaintiff  let  the  farm  accordingly,  and  left  the  crops 
upon  it;  and  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  farm 
and  crops,  and  ^had  the  benefit  of  the  work,  labour,  and 
materials.  The  second  count  is  nearly  similar.  In  the 
third  and  fourth  counts  it  is  stated,  that,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  would  agree  to  let  the  farm  to  the  de- 
fendant for  a  term  of  fourteen  years,  and  would  suffer 
him  to  enter  and  take  the  crops  to  his  own  use,  and  have 
the  benefit  of  the  work,  labour,  and  materials,  the  defen- 
dant undertook  to  take  the  crops,  and  allow  the  plaintiff 
for  the  same,  and  for  the  work  and  labour  and  materials 
according  to  a  valuation.  It  is  then  averred,  that  the 
plaintiff  did  agree  to  let  the  farm  for  the  said  term,  and 
did  leave  the  crops  upon  the  premises,  and  suffered  the 
defendant  to  enter  and  have  the  crops,  and  the  benefit  of 
the  work,  labour,  and  materials;  and  the  defendant  did 
enter  and  take  the  crops,  and  had  the  benefit  of  the  work, 
labour,  and  materials. 

To  these  four  counts  the  defendant  has  pleaded,  that  the 
crops,  and  the  benefit  of  the  work  and  labour  and  mate- 
rials, were  not  excepted  or  reserved  out  of  the  lettings  or 
agreements  to  let,  and  that  there  was  no  agreement  in 
writing  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  those  counts 
mentioned,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof.  The 
effect  of  these  pleadings  is  to  raise  the  objection  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  to  the  plaintiffs  claim  to  recover  on 
the  four  first  counts  of  the  declaration.  By  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  the  statute,  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  any 
contract  or  sale  of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
any  interest  in  or  concerning  them,  unless  the  agreement 
upon  which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memo- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  randum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing.     The  ques- 

s^^^^,^     tion  then  is,  whether  these  counts  are  founded  upon  a  con- 

Earl  of       tract  for  an  interest  in  land.     At  the  time  when  each  of 

Falmouth 

V.  these  contracts,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  sues,  is  stated  to 

have  been  made,  the  crops  were  growing  upon  the  land^ 
the  defendant  was  to  have  had  the  land  as  well  as  the 
crops;  and  the  work,  labour,  and  materials  were  so  incor- 
porated with  the  land  as  to  be  inseparable  from  it. 

The  defendant  would  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  work^ 
labour,  and  materials,  unless  he  had  the  land ;  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  right  to  the  crops,  and  the  benefit  of 
the  work,  labour,  and  materials,  were  both  of  them  an  in- 
terej^t  in  the  land ;  but  if  either  of  the  two  were  properly 
an  interest  in  land,  this  would  form  a  sufficient  objection 
to  the  special  counts;  for  the  crops  and  work  and  labour 
united,  are  the  consideration  in  each  count;  and  if  either 
part  of  the  consideration  fails,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  en« 
titled  to  recover. 

The  next  claim  in  the  declaration  is  contained  in  the 
indebitatus  count,  which  states  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted in  200/.  for  crops  bargained  and  sold ;  and  by  the 
defendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  bargain  and  sale, 
before  then  accepted,  had  and  received,  and  cut  down  and 
taken  to  his  own  use. 

To  this  the  defendant  has  pleaded,  that  the  crops,  at 
the  time  of  the  bargain  and  sale,  were  growing  upon  and 
affixed  to  certain  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  then  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  that  just  before  the  bargain  and  sale  there  was  a 
treaty  on  foot  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  by 
which  it  was  proposed  that  the  plaintiff  should  let  the 
lands  to  the  defendant  for  fourteen  years,  and  should  take 
therewith  the  said  crops;  and  the  defendant  assented  to 
that  treaty ;  and  thereupon,  in  order  to  carry  the  treaty 
into  execution,  the  said  supposed  bargain  and  sale  was 
verbally  contracted  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 


Thomas. 
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and  that  there  was  no  agreement  in  writing  of  the  said    Exeh.ofPUat, 
cause  of  action,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof.    To  ^  '   ^ 

this  plea  the  plaintiff  has  demurred ;  and  be  insists,  that.  Earl  of 
inasmuch  as  it  is  alleged  and  admitted  that  the  defendant 
bad  these  crops,  he  is  liable  to  pay  for  them,  and  that 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  no  bar ;  and  he  relies  on  Teal 
V.  Auty{a)  for  that  position.  But,  admitting  that  the 
defendant  is  to  pay  for  the  crops,  he  ought  to  pay  for 
them,  not  upon  the  terms  and  footing  of  that  bargain  and 
sale,  but  upon  a  quantum  meruit  The  crops,  at  the  time 
of  the  bargain  and  sale,  were,  upon  these  pleadings,  an  in- 
terest in  the  land;  and  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
upon  this  bargain  and  sale,  and  to  have  the  price  regulated 
by  it,  would  be  in  direct  opposition  to  the  statute,  because 
it  would  be  giving  effect  to  an  action  upon  a  verbal  con- 
tract for  an  interest  in  lands. 

The  next  claim  is  for  the  work  and  labour  and  mate* 
rials,  to  which  there  is,  in  substance,  a  similar  plea;  and 
if  the  claim  as  to  the  crops  cannot  be  supported,  it  follows, 
a/ortiori,  that  this  also  must  fail.  Upon  the  pleadings, 
it  was  a  contract  for  that  which  was,  at  the  time  of  such 
contract,  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  for  that  which  never 
was  and  never  could  be  separated  from  it.  The  last  claim 
in  respect  of  the  crops,  and  of  the  work  and  labour  and 
materials,  is  upon  the  account  stated;  and  the  defendant 
states,  that  before  the  taking  of  the  account,  there  was  a 
verbal  agreement  for  the  crops  which  were  growing  on 
the  plaintiff's  land,  and  for  the  work  and  labour  and  ma- 
terials in  preparing  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  land  for  tillage ; 
that  there  was  a  treaty  for  the  plaintiff's  letting,  and  the 
defendant's  taking  the  land  for  fourteen  years,  to  which 
the  defendant  assented;  and  that  the  money  to  be  paid  for 

(a)  2  Bro.  &  Bing.  99;  4  Moore,  542. 
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^^^Qocf^^''  *^^  crops,  and  the  work,  labour  and  materials,  was  the 

s...^^...^     money  concerning  which  the  account  was  stated;  and  that 

Earl  of       there  was  no  agreement  in  writincr  of  and  concerninjr  the 

Falmouth  r       . 

V.  said  cause  of  action,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  has  replied,  that,  before  the 
account  was  stated,  the  defendant  bad  mown  the  crops  and 
taken  them  to  his  own  use,  and  had  and  received  the 
amount  of  the  work  and  labour  and  materials;  and  the  de- 
fendant, though  he  admits  he  did  cut  down  the  crops,  &c., 
and  receive  the  amount  of  the  work  and  labour,  insists 
that  he  did  not  cut  down  the  crops,  or  have  the  amount 
of  the  work  and  labour,  until  after  the  stating  of  the  ac- 
count. 

The  plaintiff's  object,  therefore,  upon  the  account 
stated,  is  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  and  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  a  new 
contract,  a  contract  which  the  law  would  imply  from  the 
defendant's  taking  the  crops  and  receiving  the  benefit  of 
the  work,  labour,  and  materials ;  but  this  object  the  de- 
fendant has  defeated,  by  shewing  that  the  account  was 
stated  when  the  case  stood  wholly  upon  the  original  con- 
tract, and  before  the  mowing  of  the  crops,  which  was  to 
raise  a  new  contract,  had  occurred.  The  objection  upon 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  applies  to  the  count  upon  the  ac- 
count stated,  as  well  as  to  the  other  counts. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  upon  the  seventh  count 
of  the  declaration,  and  the  objection  to  that  count  is,  that 
it  is  too  general.  That  count  is  founded  upon  a  promise,  in 
consideration  of  the  defendant  being  tenant  to  the  plaintiff 
of  a  certain  farm,  to  manage  it  in  a  good  and  husband-like 
manner,  and  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country  where 
the  farm  was.  The  breach  was,  that  he  did  not;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  managed  it  in  a  bad  and  unhusband-like 
manner,  and  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  country  where 
the  farm  was.     The  defendant  has  demurred  specially,  on 
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the  grounds  that  the  breach  is  too  general,  that  the  count  £*ch,  of  PUas, 
does  not  shew  what  the  custom  of  the  country  is,  or  what  ^  '  ^ 

the  defendant  has  committed  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  Earl  of 
country^  nor  in  what  he  has  broken  the  custom;  and  that 
the  defendant  is  not  sufficiently  informed,  by  that  count, 
of  the  cause  of  action  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains 
against  him.  The  count  is  certainly  general,  and  it  might 
be  safer  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  than  to  hazard  the 
opinion  of  a  Court  of  error. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


9. 

Thomas. 


Fl£MMinu*s  Bail. 

One  of  the  bail  was  described  as  a  "  gentleman,"  in  the  One  of  the  bail, 
notice  of  bail.   On  his  examination,  he  stated,  that  he  had  buiinesf  oHi 
been  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  Scotch  ale,  until  within  the  Scotch  ide^/^}* 

^  '  .  was  aescnDea  in 

last  three  weeks,  in  Southwarkf  and  was  now  looking  out  the  noUce  of 

haul  as  a  '*gen- 

for  another  situation  of  the  same  description.  tieman:"— 

Held,  a  substan- 
tial misdescrip- 

GuRNEY,  B.,  considered  this  a  substantial  misdescrip-  ^ion. 
tion  of  the  bail,  and  calculated  to  mislead;  and  said,  that 
a  person  carrying  on  a  trade  ought  not  to  be  described  as 
a  gentleman. 

Bail  rejected. 


costs. 
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Bteh.  of  Pleats 
1832. 

Baker  and  Another,  Assignees,  &c.,  v.  Neayer,  Bart. 
In  an  action  by    JjLuMFRE  Y  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 

the  assignees  oi  , 

a  bankrupt,  the   the   declaration   should  not  be  amended,  by  adding  the 

Court  allowed  /»  ,%  a*   *  i  •  i   •    *.*/i*  •  ..• 

the  declaration    n^iue  of  the  omcial  assignee,  as  a  plaintiti  in  an  action 
h  KT®"^^*    brought  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt— 

naineofUieof- 

asa  pufnticTon      FoUett  shcwed  cause,  and  contended  that  no  such  rule 
payment  of        )^^  g^^j.  [^g^j^  j^jj  down  as  to  allow  such  an  amendment 

as  adding  the  name  of  another  plaintiff.  AU  the  pro- 
ceedings had  been  carried  on  in  the  names  of  the  present 
plaintiffs  only,  and,  therefore,  there  was  nothing  to  amend 
by:  there  was  no  writ,  sued  out  in  the  name  of  the  ofBcial 
assignee,  on  which  to  found  the  subsequent  proceedings. 
The  utmost  extent  to  which  the  Courts  had  gone  was,  to  al- 
low one  defendant's  name  to  be  struck  out.  The  case  of  Ta- 
brum  V.  Tenant  (a)  was  distinguishable  from  this  case;  for 
there  a  fresh  original  was  sued  out  in  the  name  of  both 
the  obligors,  and  the  Court  there  only  said  that  the  co- 
picLs  might  be  amended,  with  the  consent  of  the  defen- 
dant. If  the  Court  allowed  the  name  of  an  official  assignee 
to  be  added,  they  might,  on  the  same  principle,  allow  the 
name  of  any  other  plaintiff  to  be  inserted.  The  defendant 
might  have  been  induced  to  resist  this  action  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  official  assignee  was  not  joined;  and,  there- 
fore, if  that  were  the  case,  it  would  be  a  hardship  on  him 
that  the  Court  should  interfere,  by  suffering  this  amend- 
ment to  be  made. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  official  assignee  is  a  per- 
son appointed  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment; and  this  is  therefore  very  different  from  the  case  of 
an  ordinary  plaintiff.     If  the  defendant  can  make  an  affi- 

(a)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  481. 
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davit  that  he  defended  this  action  on  the  irround  that  the  Exeii.ofPieai^ 

1832* 
official  assignee  was  not  joined,  that  might  be  a  reason  for 

refusing  this  application.     Unless  he  can  do  so,  I  think  it 

is  reasonable  that  we  should  allow  the  amendment  to  be 

made,  on  payment  of  costs. 

Bayley,  B. — On  a  writ  of  error  the  record  has  been 
amended  by  striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  the  Christian  name  of  a  defendant.  This  is  an  action 
brought  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt.  Now,  the 
Bankrupt  Act  declares  that  the  official  assignee  shall,  in 
all  cases,  be  an  assignee  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  together 
with  the  assignees  to  be  chosen  by  the  creditors.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  is  not  deceived,  or  put  to  any  real 
inconvenience,  by  the  correction  of  this  mistake  in  the 
number  of  plaintiffs,  and  the  addition  of  the  name  of  the 
official  assignee,  who  ought  to  be  joined. 

Rule  absolute. 


Whittaker  0.  Barker. 

Assumpsit  for  crops  sold,  and  work,  labour,  and  til-  Where  afann 
lages  done  to  a  farm,  money  had  and  received,  &c.  &c.  fourteen  years, 
Pleas — eeneral  issue,  and  set-off  for  rent,  tillages,  work  and  ■"*  *®  XAUBut 
labour,  and  for  a  sum  to  be  paid  as  in-coming  tenant  under  given  sum  for 

tillages  and  im- 

an  agreement.  provements 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  As-  fnter^f  and^fo 
sizes  for  the  county  of  York,  the  following  were  the  facts  receive  the  value 

^  ^  ofthetUlages 

of  the  case —  and  improve- 

The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  farm,  which  becom-  shouwTeave  ou 
ing  vacant  at  Lady-day »  1831,  remained  in  the  defendant's  ^*>«  f*™>f  w- 

luatlon  to  be 
made  at  bis  quitting;  and  the  tenant,  in  the  first  year  of  the  tenancy,  said  that  he  would  leave,  and 

his  landlord  said  he  might;  but  no  new  bargain  was  made  as  to  his  tillages  and  improvements: 

Heldt  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  tillages  and  improvements  which  he  left  on  w 
quitting. 

VOL.  I-  I 
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Exek,ofPkaM,    hands  until  Maff,  in  which  month  the  plaintiff,  by  a  writ- 
-*     ten  agreementi  became  his  tenant  for  a  term  of  fourteen 

Whittaker  yearsj  at  the  rent  of  30/./  and  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  him 
Barker.  95/*  as  in-coming  tenant  for  the  tillages  and  improvements 
which  had  been  done  on  the  farm,  &c.  &c«i  and  was  to  re- 
ceive, upon  quitting,  from  the  succeeding  in-coming  tenant, 
the  value,  according  to  a  valuation  to  be  then  made,  of  the 
tillages  and  improvements  done  by  him,  which  he  should 
leave  on  the  farm.  The  tenant  did  not  pay  the  95/.,  and 
in  the  course  of  the  first  year  of  the  tenancy  some  words 
arose,  and  he  said  he  would  quit,  on  which  the  landlord  said 
he  might.  Shortly  afterwards,  the  plaintiff  did  quit  the 
farm,  and  the  defendant  took  possession  of  it  at  Lctdy-day^ 
and  reaped  and  took  the  crops  sown  by  the  plaintiff, 
amounting  to  80/.  He  then  let  it  to  another  tenant,  who 
paid  him  95/.  for  the  tillages. 

The  plaintiff  at  the  trial  proved  a  demand  of  25/.  for 
work  done  at  a  house  unconnected  with  the  farm ;  and  he 
claimed  80/.  for  the  value  of  the  crops,  and  30/.  for  the 
value  of  the  tillages  and  improvements  left  by  him  on  the 
farm.  The  learned  Judge  thought  that  he  was  not  enti- 
tled to  the  30/.  for  the  tillages  and  improvements ;  and  as 
the  defendant  had  a  right  to  claim  30/.  for  the  year's  rent 
due  at  Lady-day i  and  the  95/.  for  the  tillages  and  improve- 
ments under  the  agreement;  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

Wighiman  moved  for  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit, 
and  have  a  new  trial;  and  he  urged,  that  the  plaintff  was, 
upon  quitting^  entitled  under  the  agreement  to  receive  the 
value  of  the  tillages;  that  he  had  quitted  vnth  the  landlord's 
assenif  and  was  entitled,  therefore,  to  receive  the  value  of 
the  tillages  and  improvements.  The  defendant  had  actually 
received  from  the  subsequent  tenant  95L  for  tillages,  &c., 
which  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  agreement,  but 
as  the  plaintiff  had  not  paid  the  valuation  of  95/.  made  to 
him  as  incoming  tenant,  he  could  only  insist  that  the  sum 
received  by  the  defendant  should  be  set  off  against  the  ac- 
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count  owing:  if  that  sum  were  not  allowed,  the  landlord    Exch.  of  Pien, 

1  1832 

would  have  got  the  95i  twice  over ;  once  from  the  plaintifFi  ^ 

and  once  again  from  the  subsequent  in-coming  tenant;  and  Whittaker 
it  was  hard  that  he  should  have  the  tillages  to  the  value  of  Ba&ker. 
30/.  for  nothing.  [Bayley^  B. — The  original  bargain  is  for 
fourteen  years,  and  the  landlord  has  a  right  to  expect  that 
the  tenant  will  occupy  for  that  period.  If  he  does  not, 
the  landlord  has  a  right  to  have  the  land  in  the  state  in 
which  it  is  left,  without  any  claim. for  what  had  been  done 
to  it.  The  tenant  does  not  quit  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  original  bargain ;  and  if  he  had  said,  at  the  time  of  the 
conversation,  I  expect  to  receive  the  value  of  the  tillages 
from  you,  it  is  very  probable  that  the  landlord  would  not 
have  let  him  off.  Gumey,  B. — The  case  appeared,  at 
first,  to  be  embarrassed,  owing  to  the  different  sums 
claimed  on  both  sides;  but  the  condition  of  affairs  was 
simply  this — The  tenant  had  not  paid  the  95/.  /  the  land- 
lord was  not  satisfied.  The  tenant  says  he  will  leave;  the 
landlord  says.  You  may;  and  he  does  leave  without  any 
stipulation  as  to  being  paid  for  the  tillages.  Then  the 
question,  leaving  the  other  sums  out  of  consideration,  is 
simply,  whether  or  no  the  tenant,  so  quitting,  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  30/.  for  the  tillages.] 

C«fr.  adv.  vuli. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Bayley,  B.,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. 

We  think  that  there  should  be  no  rule  in  this  case. 
The  plaintifiT  demands  three  sums,  one  of  251.  19«.  for 
work  done ;  one  of  30/.  for  benefits  done  by  him  to  the 
farm,  which  had  become  incorporated  with  it ;  and  80/. 
for  crops  which  he  had  sowed,  and  which  the  defendant 
had  reaped.  Against  these  amounts,  the  landlord  has  a 
claim  of  30/.  for  rent,  and  of  95/.  for  the  sum  to  be  paid  to 
him  under  the  agreement.  The  circumstances  were  these. 
The  farm  became  vacant  at  Lady-day^  1831.  In  May  of 
that  year,  a  bargain  was  made  between  the  plaintiff*  and  the 
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Ejcch,  of  Pleas,  defendanti  that  the  defendant  should  take  the  farm  for  four- 
1832* 
^  '   V     teen  years,  and  pay  95/.  at  coming  in;  and,  upon  quitting, 

WuiTTAKER  the  succeeding  tenant  should  pay  him  according  to  a  new  va- 
Barker.  luation ;  and  the  important  quesCion  is.  whether  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  charge  the  defendant,  as  if  the  tenancy 
had  continued  during  the  whole  of  the  term  which  was 
contemplated  at  the  time  of  making  the  bargain.  The  cir- 
cumstances of  quitting  were  these ;  the  tenant  had  received 
indulgence  as  to  the  payment  of  the  95/.  From  his  not 
having  paid  that  sum,  words  arose,  and  the  tenant  says  he 
will  quit;  the  landlord  says  he  might;  but  there  is  nothing 
to  amount  to  a  determination  of  the  tenancy  or  a  surren- 
der by  operation  of  law.  The  defendant  takes  to  the 
farm  at  the  Lady-day  following,  but  there  is  nothing  done 
on  the  farm  by  him,  so  as  to  vest  the  property  in  him,  un- 
til he  lets  it  to  another  tenant.  During  that  period  he 
took  the  crops,  but  he  took  them,  (according  to  the  evi- 
dence), not  for  his  own  benefit,  but  as  accountable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  them,  as  against  the  95/.  In  reality,  the  ques- 
tion is  this,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  charge  the 
SOL  for  tillages  done  on  the  farm.  It  seems  to  us  that  he 
is  not  so  entitled  under  the  circumstances  under  which  he 
quitted.  He  quits  without  his  landlord  being  apprised 
by  any  bargain  that  he  is  about  to  quit ;  and  we  think 
that  such  a  quitting  is  not  a  quitting  under  the  terms  of 
the  tenancy.  It  was,  in  reality,  a  running  away;  and  if  a 
tenant  runs  away,  he  entitles  his  landlord  to  take  posses- 
sion, without  making  him  compensation  for  the  improve- 
ments he  may  have  made  upon  the  lands.  The  ground 
of  our  judgment,  then,  is  this : — There  was  no  bargain 
made  at  the  time  when  the  tenant  left  the  farm,  that  he 
should  be  paid  for  the  improvements;  and,  as  the  case 
does  not,  for  the  reasons  stated,  fall  within  the  terms  of 
the  written  agreement,  he  cannot  claim  for  the  improve- 
ments under  that  agreement.  The  nonsuit,  therefore, 
was  right. 

Rule  refused* 
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Fisher  and  Others,  v.  Beorez. 

Jl£OLT  heid  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule  ^^  «"  »ppiica- 

•^  tion  by  the  Slie- 

to  return  the  writ  o\  fieri  facias  in  this  cause,  served  on  riff  to  quash  a 

the  Sheriff  o{  Middlesex,  should  not  be  quashed,  and  why  wri*tof>i./™  u 

the  Sheriff  should  not  be  discharged  from  the  execution  '^"hew  thauhe 

of  the  writ,  on  the  ground  of  the  claim  of  privilege  made  defendant's 

by  the  defendant.     This  motion  was  made  on  the  affidavit  ibt  transmitted 

of  the  Sheriff's  officer,  who  swore  that,  on  the  15th  of  S'r^of  s't^*to 

June  last,  a  writ  of fi,  fa.  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  **»«  sherirsOf- 

,         .                ,.             ,11                             II  flee,  of  persons 

a  warrant  therein  was  directed  to  the  deponent;  and  that,  privileged  as  at- 

having  been  informed  that  the  defendant  might  claim  his  embLsy?inpur- 

privilege  as  servant  to  an  ambassador,  he  the  deponent  wanceofstat?, 

searched,  at  the  office  of  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  the  but  it  must  be 

list  of  persons  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  ambassadors  and  that'^the  defen- 

their  servants,  transmitted  by  Lord  Palmersion,  one  of  f^wa Vnd^ftww 

His  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state,  to  the  Sheriffs  Jide  service  of 

''       ''      '^          /                  .  the  ambassador. 

o{  London,  and  finding  therein  the  name  of  the  defendant  Sembu,  that  a, 

as  a  chorister,  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  his  Bavarian  ^^mlioyed 

Majesty's  legation  at  the  court  of  Great  Britain,  he  for-  ^x.^  ambassa- 

*       '^         o                                                                                '  dor  in  the  per- 

bore  to  execute  the  warranto     The  affidavit  also  stated,  formanceof  re- 

that  the  defendant's  name  was  in  the  list  of  the  said  Ba*  in  his  chapel,  is 

varian  embassy,  as  far  back  as  April,  1828,  as  appeared  Sert{w7ih2««. 

by  a  letter  from  Lord  Dudley,  (at  that  time  secretary  of  G«<w«f  Under 

**     ^                                             "  what  circum- 

state)  then  in  the  Sheriff's  office,  and  that  the  same  had  stances,  goods  of 

never  been  removed  from  the  list  of  such  privileged  per-  Jue^,wouidbe 

sons.     That  he  had  endeavoured  to  ascertain  whether  the  pro^ectcdj^m 

an  execution. 

defendant  was  a  trader  within  the  bankrupt  laws,  and  that 
he  verily  believed .  he  was  not.  That  he  also  verily  be« 
lieved  he  was  not  a  British  bom  subject,  and  that  he  was 
bond  fide  attached  to  the  Bavarian  embassy.  That  he 
had  been  informed,  and  verily  believed,  "  that  the  defen- 
dant acts  and  officiates  as  a  chorister  in  the  chapel  of  the 
JSarartan minister,  at  this  time;  and  that,  on  Sunday  last, 
November  4th,  he  the  said  defendant  assisted  in  the  per- 
formance  of  divine  service  in  the  said  chapel." 
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^«*;yjf'*«*»  The  affidavits  in  answer  stated,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  a  Bavarian  subject^  or  a  native  of  Bavaria,  but  of 
France;  that  he  came  to  England  in  the  year  1814;  that 
from  that  time  he  had  acted  as  a  public  singeri  and  as  a 
teacher  and  publisher  and  composer  of  music;  and  that 
he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  selling  his  own  compositions. 

Follett  shewed  cause. — There  is  no  pretence  for  the 
Sheriff  to  come  here  to  apply  to  have  this  writ  quash- 
ed.    The  defendant  is  not  protected  by  the  7th  Ann.  c.  IS, 
s.  3.      That  statute  enacts,  that  all  writs  and  processes 
against  the  person  or  goods  of  an  ambassador  or  other 
public  minister  of  a  foreign  prince  or  state,  or  the  do- 
mestic servant  of  such  ambassador  or  public  minister,  shall 
be  utterly  null  and  void.    Ftrsi,  the  defendant  is  not  a 
domestic  servant;  and,  even  if  he  were,  the  statute  does 
not  protect  all  such  persons,  without  shewing  the  nature 
of  the  duties  which  they  perform,  and  the  services  which 
the  ambassador  receives  from  them.     Secondly,  the  sta- 
tute does  not  extend  to  protect  all  the  goods  of  the  do- 
mestic servants  of  the  ambassador.     To  entitle  a  person 
to  this  privilege,  it  must  be  shewn  what  the  goods  were, 
or  how  they  were  connected  with  the  ambassador's  ser- 
vice. 

The  object  of  this  statute  was  not  to  protect  persons 
who  were  here  on  their  own  account,  and  for  their  own 
purposes,  and  who  merely  got  their  names  put  down  by 
an  ambassador  on  his  list,  in  order  to  protect  them.  It  is 
well  known,  that,  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Anne, 
persons  residing  here  procured  their  names  to  be  inserted 
in  the  list  of  persons  to  be  protected :  most  of  them  were 
attached  to  the  Bavarian  ambassador,  who  made  a  profit 
by  it.  [Bayley,  B.,  to  Holt. — You  must  not  only  be  pri- 
vileged,  but  your  goods  must  be  privileged  also,  to  suc- 
ceed in  this  application.]  This  defendant  is  not  shewn  to 
be  really  and  bond  fide  attached  to  the  embassy,  nor  does 
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he  fall  withiD  the  description  of  domestic  servant.     It  is    s^ek.  qf  Pleas, 

1832 
merely  sworn  that  he  acts  as  a  chorister  in  the  Bavarian 

chapel,  which  is  in  Warwick  Street,  Golden  Square, 
whereas  the  ambassador's  house  is  in  Queen  Anne  Street, 
Cavendish  Square,  It  is  admitted  that  residence  in  the 
ambassador's  house  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  the  char- 
acter of  domestic  servant;  but  it  has  been  adjudged  that 
the  nature  of  the  defendant's  employment  should  require 
his  attendance  at  the  house.  Evans  v.  Higgs  (a).  That 
was  the  case  of  a  secretary  to  an  ambassador.  In  JVict- 
more  v.  Aharez(jb),  it  was  expressly  held,  that  he  must  do 
some  actual  service  at  the  house.  Here,  the  defendant 
does  not  do  any  actual  service  at  the  house  of  the  ambas- 
sador. The  only  service  which  it  is  pretended  that  he 
executes  is  at  the  chapel.  In  Triquet  v.  Bath  (c),  where 
the  defendant  claimed  privilege  as  domestic  servant  to  the 
Bavarian  envoy,  the  affidavits  shewed  actual  attendance, 
and  actual  service,  at  the  house  of  the  ambassador.  But 
in  Locktcood  v.  Dr.  Coysgame  (d),  though  it  was  sworn 
that  the  defendant  was  hired  to  Count  Hasting,  the  Ba- 
varian minister,  as  his  physician,  at  40/.  a-year  salary,  and 
that  he  prescribed  for  some  of  his  servants,  the  service 
was  considered  merely  collusive  and  colourable,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  the  privilege 
he  claimed.  So,  in  Seacomb  v.  Bowlnet/  {e),  it  was  held, 
that  a  chaplain  to  an  ambassador  resident  here  was  not 
protected,  because  the  affidavit  did  not  state  that  the  de- 
fendant did  any  duty;  and  in  Mcdachi  Carolino's case  (/), 
the  Court  decided  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
protection,  as  interpreter  to  the  Bey  of  Tripoli,  because 
it  did  not  appear  that  he  was  a  domestic  servant;  and  Mr. 
Justice  Wright  said, ''  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the^de- 


(a)  2  Strange,  797.  (^0  3  Burrow,  1676. 

(6)  Ibid.  Fitzg.  200,  S,  C.  (e)  1  WiUon,  20. 

(c)  3  Burrow,  1478.  (f)  Ibid.  78. 
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^*li«2  ^^'  feadant  had  done  any  one  act  as  a  domestic  servant  j  and 
that  it  was  formerly  thought  necessary  that  an  ambassa- 
dor's servant  must  lie  in  the  house,  to  entitle  him  to  pro« 
tection."  In  Darling  v.  Atkins  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  pur- 
ser in  the  navy  could  not  be  bond  fide  a  domestic  servant,  as 
the  two  offices  were  incompatible.  The  affidavits  here  do 
not  shew  a  bond  fide  service ;  and  the  fact  of  the  name 
being  in  the  list  in  the  SheriflTs  office  is  no  ground  for  the 
SheriflTs  refusal  to  return  the  writ,  if  it  can  be  shewn  that 
the  appointment  was  merely  colourable.  Delvalle  v.  Plo- 
mer  (6).  That  was  an  action  against  the  Sheriff  for  a 
false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  oifi^fa.;  and  Lord 
Ellenborough  held,  that  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  name 
appearing  in  the  SherifTs  list  was  not  sufficient  to  justify 
the  Sheriff  in  refusing  to  execute  the  process. 

It  is  impossible  to  say  that  this  defendant  was  a  domes- 
tic servant.  He  is  a  public  singer  and  composer,  and  a 
vendor  of  his  own  compositions.  It  does  not  appear  here 
that  he  belongs  to  the  ambassador's  house,  or  that  he 
has  any  service  to  perform  there. 

Secondly, — This  being  an  application  by  the  Sheriff 
to  prevent  the  execution  of  process  against  the  goods 
of  the  defendant,  he  ought  to  have  gone  on  to  shew 
that  the  goods  were  not  liable.  The  act  was  meant  for 
the  protection  of  ambassadors,  but  not  to  protect  the 
goods  of  persons  carrying  on  trade  in  a  place  with  which 
the  ambassador  has  no  connection.  The  affidavits  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  therefore,  ought  to  have 
shewn  where  the  goods  were.  If  it  had  been  shewn  that 
they  were  in  the  ambassador's  house,  it  is  admitted 
they  could  not  have  been  seized  there.  In  the  case  of 
NoveUo  V.  Toogood{p\  where  the  servant  of  an  amba  - 
sador  did  not  reside  in  his  master's  house,  but  rented  and 
lived  in  another  house,  part  of  which  he  let  in  lodgings,  it 

(fl)  3  Wilson,  33.  (6)  3  Camp.  4?. 

(c)  1  B.  &  C.  554;  2  DowL  &  R.  833. 
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vant,  not  being  necessary  for  the  convenience  of  the  am-     ^  *  ^ 

bassador,  were  liable  to  be  distrained  for  poors'  rates.  A  Fisher 
distinction  is  there  taken  between  process  against  the  bbgrez. 
person  and  the  goods  of  the  defendant.  Abbott^  C.  J., 
says — "  My  opinion  is  founded  on  one  point  only,  viz.  that 
the  action  is  for  taking  the  plaintiflp's  goods,  and  not  for 
arresting  his  person,  as  to  which  I  give  no  opinion;*'  and 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says — '*  This  is  not  the  case  of  an  ar- 
rest of  the  person  of  an  ambassador's  servant,  nor  are  the 
goods  seized  such  as  were  necessary  in  a  residence  of  that 
description  which  the  plaintiff's  service  to  the  ambassador 
required."  Here  it  is  not  stated  that  the  defendant  was 
in  the  service  of  the  ambassador  at  all.  The  cases  all 
shew  that  there  must  be  some  service  at  the  house  of  the 
ambassador ;  and  in  all  the  cases  where  the  privilege  has 
been  allowed,  the  servant  has  been  paid  by  the  ambassa- 
dor. It  is  not  here  pretended  that  any  thing  is  payable  by 
the  ambassador  for  the  service  of  the  defendant,  or  that 
he  receives  any  salary  whatever.  There  is  no  appoint- 
ment, no  pay,  nor  any  thing  to  constitute  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant. 

Thirdly. — The  defendant  is  here  a  trader,  and  comes 
within  the  exception  in  the  statute,  **  that  no  merchant, 
or  other  trader  whatsoever,  within  the  description  of  any 
of  the  statutes  concerning  bankrupts,  who  shall  put  him- 
self into  the  service  of  any  ambassador,  shall  have  or 
take  any  benefit  by  this  act."  It  is  sworn  in  this  case, 
that  the  defendant  gains  his  livelihood  as  a  public  singer 
and  composer,  and  that  he  sells  his  own  compositions; 
he  is,  therefore,  a  person  clearly  subject  to  the  bank- 
rupt laws,  and  coming  within  the  exception  in  the  fifth 
section  of  the  statute. 

Holtf  conirh. — This  is  not  an  application  made  in  collu- 
sion with  the  defendant,  but  bond  fide  made  by  the  She- 
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^^*im/'^'  riff  for  hig  own  protection.    All  cases  of  this  description 

must  be  decided  with  reference  to  the  principle  and  poli- 
cy of  the  statute  of  ^nne,  which  was  passed  in  affirmance 
of  international  law.  First. — It  is  said  that  the  defendant 
is  not  a  domestic  servant.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  bring 
a  person  who  claims  privilege  within  the  literal  meaning  of 
the  words  domestic  servant.  In  Hopkins  v.  De  Robeck{a) 
the  Court  said — **  The  statute  of  Anne  is  only  explanatory 
of  the  law  of  nations ;  and  the  words  domestic  and  domes- 
tic servant  are  only  put  by  way  of  example."  It  wasob- 
jected  there,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  tp  protec- 
tion,  because  his  name  was  not  registered ;  but  the  Court 
ruled  otherwise.  According  to  the  principle  laid  down  by 
Lord  Tenierden^  in  Novello  v.  Toogood^  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  protection,  as  his  services  are  connected  with 
the  religion  of  the  ambassador;  for  Lord  Tenterden  there 
says — **  Whatever  is  necessary  to  the  convenience  of  an 
ambassador,  as  connected  with  his  rank,  his  duties,  and 
his  religion,  ought  to  be  protected."  [Baylejfi  B. — If 
you  satisfy  us  that  he  is  a  person  employed  by  the  Bava^ 
rian  minister  to  sing  in  his  chapel,  we  should  probably  think 
that  he  is  a  domestic  servant  within  the  act;  but  your  affida- 
vits do  not  shew  that]  It  is  not  denied,  that,  had  this  appli- 
cation been  made  by  the  defendant,  the  affidavits  might 
have  been  insufficient  in  not  stating  more  particularly  the 
service  that  he  performed :  but  here  the  Sheriff  finds  the 
name  of  Begrex  in  the  list  of  privileged  persons.  If  this 
notice  had  come  from  the  ambassador  to  the  Sheriff*'s  of- 
fice, it  might  have  been  different;  but  here  it  comes  from 
the  English  Secretaries  of  State,  from  Lords  Dudley  and 
PtUmerston.  [Bayley^  B. — You  do  not  state  that  you  have 
asked  a  single  question  at  the  house  of  the  ambassador.]- 
The  affidavits  state  that  application  was  made  at  the  resi- 
dence of  the  Bavarian  ambassador  several  times,  with  the  " 

(fl)  3T.R.80. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM^  3  WILL.  lY.  1S3 

intention  of  stating  the  case  to  the  ambassador;  but  that  ^^\^^^** 
the  person  applying  was  not  able  to  see  him.  The  certi- 
ficate of  the  Secretary  of  State  is  quite  sufficient  to  shew 
that  the  defendant  is  exempt  as  a  chorister.  The  Sheriff 
is  not  bound  to  make  inquiries  whether  he  is  really  in 
such  a  situation,  or  how  often  he  officiates.  The  statute 
certainly  says,  that  no  merchant  or  trader  shall  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  act.  The  affidavits  shew  that  the  Sheriff 
has  made  inquiries  into  that  point,  and  was  informed  that 
the  defendant  was  not  a  merchant  or  trader.  It  is  shewn 
that  the  defendant  is  an  attached  chorister;  and  it  matters 
not  whether  the  chapel  is  contiguous  to  the  house  of  the 
Bavarian  ambassador  or  not.  The  officer  swears  that  he 
believes  that  the  defendant  acts  as  a  chorister  attached  to 
the  Bavarian  embassy,  and  that  he  performed  as  such  on 
Sunday  last,  the  6th  of  November.  The  act  does  not  re- 
quire that  any  act  of  service  should  be  performed.  It  is 
not  necessary,  therefore,  to  prove  any  actual  service.  But 
even  if  it  were,  it  is  here  shewn  that  he  does  actual  service 
as  a  chorister.  More  strictness  may  be  required  where 
the  party  himself  applies,  than  where  the  application  is 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Sheriff.  The  distinction  is  impor- 
tant. But,  secandltfy  with  regard  to  the  distinction  which 
has  been  put  as  to  the  privilege  being  confined  to  that 
description  of  goods,  which  are  necessary  for  the  conve- 
nience of  the  domestic  of  an  ambassador  in  his  service,  it 
must  be  observed,  that  Novello  v.Toogood  is  the  first  case 
in  which  any  distinction  has  been  taken  between  the  pro- 
tection of  the  goods  and  that  of  the  person.  [Baylet/,  B. 
— If  we  are  all  of  opinion  against  you  on  the  first  point,  it 
will  be  unnecessary  for  you  to  go  into  the  second.] 

Batley,  B. — Without  entering  into  the  question  as 
to  what  goods  may  be  exempt,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.     When  a  writ  is  put 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  into  hb  hands  to  be  executed,  it  is  his  duty  to  execute 

it  and  to  make  a  return  when  called  on.  But  if  cir- 
cumstances excuse  him  from  executing  it,  when  called 
on  to  return  the  writ,  he  may  make  a  return  of  those 
circumstances.  And  in  this  case,  if  he  considered  the 
defendant's  goods  were  protected,  he  might  have  made 
that  return.  But  the  Court  is  called  upon  by  this  appli- 
cation to  quash  the  rule  to  return  the  writ,  and  to  re* 
lieve  the  Sheriff  from  the  duty  of  executing  it,  and  to 
stop  the  proceedings  in  limine.  In  order  to  induce  the 
Court  so  to  interpose,  the  affidavits  ought  to  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  them,  that  they  are  exercising  a  sound  discre- 
tion in  relieving  him  from  his  duty,  and  preventing  the 
party,  at  whose  instance  the  writ  is  issued,  from  proceed- 
ing in  the  ordinary  manner.  Now,  what  is  there  stated 
here  on  behalf  of  the  Sheriff,  to  induce  us  so  to  interfere? 
He  foynds  himself  on  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne^  and 
says,  the  process  was  not  executed,  because  the  defendant 
was  within  the  protection  of  that  statute,  as  a  domestic 
servant  to  the  Bavarian  minister.  Now,  what  is  the  en- 
actment of  that  statute?  It  is — "That  all  writs  and  pro- 
cesses that  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be  sued  forth,  or 
prosecuted,  whereby  the  person  of  any  ambassador,  &c., 
or  the  domestic  or  domestic  servant  of  any  such  ambassa- 
dor, may  be  arrested  or  imprisoned,  or  his  or  their  goods 
or  chattels  may  be  distrained,  seized,  or  attached,  shall  be 
null  and  void."  That  provision  is  in  limitation  of  the  right 
of  the  subject.  Now,  to  what  persons  does  the  statute  ex- 
tend the  privilege  of  protection  from  process  against  their 
persons  and  their  goods?  To  ambassadors  and  their  domes- 
tic servants.  And  when  such  domestic,  or  any  one  on  his 
behalf,  makes  an  application,  claiming  such  privilege,  he 
must  shew  that  he  is  within  the  act  as  filling  that  charac- 
ter. To  constitute  a  person  domestic  servant,  it  is  not 
essential  to  shew  that  he  resides  in  the  house;  but  if  you 
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bad  shewn  that  this  party  was  a  chorister,  and  in  such  a  si-  ^"*:^,f' **"» 
tuation  that  the  Bavarian  ambassador  required  his  attend* 
ance  from  time  to  time,  in  order  to  assist  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  religious  service  of  the  embassy,  I  should  consi- 
der that  he  was,  on  this  ground,  entitled  to  some  of  the 
privileges  of  a  domestic  servant.  But  we  ought  to  be  sa- 
tisfied that  he  is  in  such  a  situation  before  we  hold  that  he 
is  exempt  from  the  common  law  liability.  Now,  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  how  can  it  be  said  that  this  is  made  out?  It  is  not 
proved  by  the  lists  transmitted  by  Lords  Dudley  and  Pal^ 
merston  to  the  Sheriff's  office,  for  they  only  shew  that  he 
was  represented  to  them  as  a  domestic  servant  at  the  time 
of  registering  his  name.  But  even  if  the  certificate  of  the 
Secretaries  of  State  were  a  proper  foundation  on  which 
we  could  act,  it  would  only  shew  that  the  defendant  was 
a  domestic  servant  at  that  period,  and  not  that  he  con- 
tinued so  to  the  present  time.  That  would  be  a  point 
to  be  ascertained  in  a  different  manner.  Is  it  even  shewn 
that  he  was  a  chorister  in  the  service  of  the  Bavarian  am- 
bassador?  I  think  clearly  not.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
Sheriff  ought  to  satisfy  us,  not  only  that  the  defendant 
was  certified  to  be,  but  that  he  was,  down  to  the  time 
when  the  writ  was  delivered  to  him  to  be  executed,  and  is 
now,  a  domestic  servant.  The  affidavit  is,  in  my  opinion, 
in  that  respect,  meagre,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  and  falls  far 
short  of  what  we  should  expect.  It  states,  that  the  depo- 
nent has  made  inquiries  as  to  the  defendant  being  a  mer- 
chant or  trader,  but  it  does  not  state  that  any  inquiries 
have  been  made  of  the  Bavarian  ambassador's  servants, 
or  of  any  persons  frequenting  the  chapel,  whether  the  de- 
fendant has  been  acting  as  a  chorister  there;  nor  does  it 
state  how  he  is  attached.  He  may  be  attached  to  the  em- 
bassy, but  not  employed  in  the  service  of  the  ambas- 
sador. 1  think  that  the  exemption  applies  to  him  only 
whilst  in  actual  service.  The  deponent  says,  that  he  is 
informed,  and  verily  believes,  that  the  defendant  acts  and 
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^ch.  rfPf^^t  officiates  as  a  chorister  ''  at  this  time;*"  but  the  words  *'  at 

1832> 

this  time**  may  mean  at  the  time  when  the  aflSdavit  is 
sworn,  and  not  on  the  15th  ofJune,  when  the  Sheriff  was 
required,  and  bound  by  his  duty,  to  execute  the  writ. 
Therefore,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  Sheriff  has  failed  in 
shewing  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  indulgence  which  he 
prays  for. 

Vaughan,  B* — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  that 
the  Sheriff  has  not  made  out  that  he  is  entitled  to  this  re- 
lief. ^The  writ  of  execution  comes  to  the  Sheriff's  hands 
so  long  ago  as  the  15th  of  June,  and  he  does  nothing  un- 
til the  10th  of  November,  when  he  applies  to  be  relieved 
from  executing  the  process,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
privilege.  This  application  is  not  quite  in  the  ordinary 
course ;  and,  therefore,  he  ought  to  shew  quite  clearly  to 
us  that  he  was  prohibited  by  this  statute  from  executing 
the  writ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  he  is  bound  to  make  out 
clearly  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
the  statute.  All  that  the  affidavit  says,  however,  is,  that 
the  deponent  believes  that  the  defendant  officiates  as  a 
chorister,  and  that  he  officiated  at  such  on  Sunday  last, 
November  4th.  It  is  not  stated  that  the  ambassador  has 
any  connection  with  the  chapel,  or  that  the  defendant  is 
paid  by  him  as  a  chorister;  and  he  might  have  gone  there 
last  Sunday  merely  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  and  giv- 
ing a  colour  to  this  statement  in  the  affidavit  The  plain- 
tiff is  bound  to  satisfy  us,  so  as  to  leave  no  doubt,  that  the 
defendant  is  a  domestic  servant  of  the  ambassador;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  he  has  not  done  so* 

BoLLAND,  B. — It  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  decide 
whether  a  chorister,  really  attached  to  the  chapel  of  a  fo- 
reign minister,  be,  within  the  statute  in  question,  a  domes- 
tic servant;  though,  looking  at  the  situation  of  a  foreign 
minister  of  the  Catholic  persuasion  in  this  country,  I  should 
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think  that,  if  sucli  person  attends  at  the  chapel,  and  it  is  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
a  part  of  his  duty  to  assist  in  the  performance  of  religious 
service  for  the  ambassador  and  his  suite,  he  is  protected. 
But  I  do  not  find  any  statement  in  this  affidavit  to  that 
effect;  for  it  merely  states,  that  the  defendant  officiated  on 
a  particular  day,  and  in  general  terms,  that  he  now  offi- 
ciates as  a  chorister ;  and  it  is  well  known  that  many  pro- 
fessional singers  are  employed  in  these  chapels  by  the 
week  or  by  the  day,  to  officiate  in  that  character.  It  is 
then  said,  that  the  facts  of  the  defendant's  name  being  on 
the  list  of  privileged  persons,  certified  by  the  Secretaries 
of  State,  throws  it  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant is  not  a  domestic  servant,  and  not  entitled  to  pri- 
vilege or  protection  as  such.  If  there  were  any  thing  in 
that  argument,  it  would  have  been  applicable  in  the  case 
of  Darling  v.  Atkins^  and  in  the  other  cases  which  have 
been  cited;  but  the  object  of  this  list  seems  to  be  merely 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  Sheriff  to  the  names  registered, 
and  to  protect  him,  in  case  the  party  against  whom  he  has 
executed  process,  shall  not  be  registered  (a).  My  opin- 
ion, that  the  list  ought  not  to  be  considered  as  of  any  au- 
thority on  an  application  like  the  present,  is  strengthened 
by  the  circumstance,  that  I  find  there  the  name  of  a  per- 
son who  is  a  clerk  in  the  Long-room  at  the  Custom-house; 
who,  as  such,  is  obliged  to  attend  there  daily  on  duty, 
ttitally  incompatible  with  the  duties  of  domestic  servant  to 
an  ambassador;  and  who,  on  that  account,  would  not  be 
privileged,  according  to  the  decision  in  Darling  v.  Atkins^ 
where  it  was  held  that  a  purser  in  the  navy,  who  was  only 
liable  to  be  called  upon  to  act  in  the  king's  service  occa- 
sionally, was  not  such  a  person  as  was  contemplated  by 
the  act,  and  the  Court  did  not  consider  themselves  bound 
by  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant's  name  being  in  the 
register.     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Sheriff  has 

(a)  See  3  T.  R  80 ;  and  3  Camp.  48. 
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^«*- ^  ^'««»  not  made  out  any  claim  to  the  interference  or  indulgence 

of  the  Court. 

GuRMEY,  B. — To  sustain  this  application,  the  Sheriff 
must  satisfy  the  Court,  either  that  the  certificate  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  authority  to  re* 
lieve  him  from  executing  the  writ,  or  that  the  defendant 
is  a  domestic  servant,  and  his  goods  privileged.  That 
the  certificate  is  not  enough  is  manifest  from  all  the  cases  ; 
and  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion,  that  the  affidavit  makes  out 
nothing  like  a  case  of  domestic  service,  so  as  to  entitle  the 
defendant  to  privilege,  and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from 
obtaining  the  remedy  he  is  entitled  to  by  law« 


Rule  discharged. 


An  attorney  of 
Another  Court, 
who  conducts  an 
action  in  the 
Exchequer  inhis 
own  name,  can 
bring  no  action 
for  his  fees,  and 
has  no  lien  for 
such  fees;  and 
the  Court  will 
allow  one  judg- 
ment to  be  set 
off  against  an- 
other, without 
regard  to  his 
claim  of  alien 
for  such  fees. 


Latham  v.  Hyde.  Hyde  v,  Latham. 

TOMLINSON  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  off  the  debt 
and  costs  which  had  been  recovered  in  one  of  these  actions 
against  the  debt  and  costs  which  had  been  recovered  in 
the  other,  without  regard  to  the  lien  (a)  of  the  attorney  for 
costs  in  the  first  action,  on  the  ground,  that  such  attorney 
was  not  an  attorney  of  this  Court. 

Wightman  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that,  at  all 
events  the  attorney  was  entitled  to  his  lien  for  money  out  of 
pocket.  [Bayley^  B* — If  an  attorney,  who  ought  to  deliver 
his  bill,  does  not  do  so,  he  cannot  recover  for  the  money 
out  of  pocket  expended  in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings. 
The  question  is,  whether,  not  being  an  attorney  of  the 
Court,  he  can  have  any  lien  as  attorney. 


(o)  See  Rale  93,  Hil.  T.  2  W.  4. 
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Lcnrd  Lyndhursi,  C.  B, — The  money  paid  out  of  pocket  ^ch.  of  Pieas, 
is  only  incidental  to  his  duty  as  an  attorney.     He  had  no  ^  '  > 

right  to  conduct  the  causey  the  money  was  laid  out  in  do?       Latham 
ing  what  the  law  forbidfii  him  to  do  (a).]  Htdb. 

CoUnuin  and  Temlinson,  contra,  were  stepped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  LYNDUUiiSTy  C  B. — We  are  of  opinion  that  this 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  If  the  party  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  his  fees  (&),  he  can  have  no  Ken 
for  those  fees.  It  follows  that  the  costs  may  be  set  off 
without  allowing  a  lien  for  a  claim  which  cannot  be  es- 
tablished. 

BiiYLfiy,  B. — The  statute  having  prohibited  an  attor- 
ney from  acting  except  in  the  Court  in  which  he  is  an  at* 
tomey*  with  this  single  exception,  that  he  may,  with  the 
consent  of  an  attorney  of  another  Court,  (such  consent  be- 
ing in  writing,  to  be  signed  by  such  attorney),  and  in  the 
name  of  such  attorney,  sue  and  defend,  &c.,  it  seems  to 
me  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  by  him  for  his  fees  in 
conducting  an  action  in  disobedience  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  It  follows,  that  he  can  have  no  lien  for  such 
fees;  and,  therefore,  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 
made — 

Absolute. 

(«)  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23.  (6)  Hdt  v.  Vincent,  4  TannU  462. 
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Hume  and  Others  r.  Bolland  and  Others. 

Certain  stock  X  HE  following  case  was  sent  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 

^':j:r«%"n  ^r  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

•'"«*»  '"?°"»"*  By  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  9th  day  of  August^ 

pay  the  divi-  ]  820,  and  made  between  the  late  Colonel  BelUs,  of  the  one 

ing  his  life;  part,  and  Henry  Faunlleroy,  James  Deacon  Hume,  and 


and.  after  his      j^^^  GoodcMld,  of  the  Other  part,  it  was  declared  that 

deathi  upon  '  r       » 

trusts  for  his  wi-  the  Said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  James  Deacon  Hume,  and 

dow  and  chil- 

dren.  M.  8f  Co.  John  Goodchild,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  should  stand 
errofthetrus^  posscsscd  of  the  several  sums  of  46,000/!.  SLper  cent  Re- 
tees,  and  ena-      Juced  Annuities,  5,«300/.  4/.  per  cent.  Consolidated  Annu« 

ployed  by  them  *     »  j- 

toreceiyethe  ities,  1 7,500/.  Navy  5/.  jD^T  c^fi^.  Annuities,  which,  by  an 
ing  the  life  of     &ct  of  Parliament,  have  since  been  converted  into  18,37«5/, 

rflhe  diTdenda  ^^^  ^'  P^  ^^^'  Annuities,  and  10,000/.  3/.  per  cent.  Im- 

on  the  stock  was  perial  Annuities,   then  standing  in  their  joint  names  in 

ried  to  the  ac-  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 

tibe  books  of  the  England,  and  of  the  dividends  thereof  upon  such  trusts  as 

firm,  and  drawn  Colonel  BelUs  should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
or and  receired  .   . 

by  him.  ^.  died  ment,  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  Colonel  BelKs 
waty,  1824;  '  during  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  upon  certain  trusts, 
and,onhisdeath,  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children.   And  by  another 

a  new  account  -^ 

wasopenedwith  deed,  bearing  date  July  26,  1S22,  and  indorsed  on  the 

the  books  of  said  deed  o(  August  9th,  1830,  and  made  between  the 

i^ihaf  account  ^^^^  parties,  it  was  declared,  that  the  said  trustees  should 

credit  was  giren  stand  posscsscd  of  6,000/.  31,  per  cent.  Consols,  then  also 

to  the  trustees  ,  ,  , 

for  dividends,  standing  in  their  joint  names  in  the  said  books  of  the  Go- 
amounting  to 

1403/.,  as  re- 
ceived in  April  and  July,  1824,  and  the  trustees  were  debited  with  several  sums,  amounting  to 
225/.,  paid  to  checks  drawn  upon  the  house  on  the  presumption  that  the  dividends  had  been  actually 
received. 

In  point  of  fact  the  above  dividends  had  not  1>een  received  by  M,  ifCo,s  F.,  a  partner  in  that  house, 
having,  in  the  lifetime  of  ^.,  sold  and  transferred  the  stock  in  question  by  means  of  forged  powers  of 
attorney.  F,  continued,  after  this  transfer,  to  enter  in  the  day  book  of  ^.  8f  Co.  the  amounts  of  the 
half«yearly  dividends,  on  the  days  when  they  would  have  become  due,  as  if  he  had  duly  received 
the  same  at  the  Bank  of  England,  which  amounts  were,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  regu- 
larly posted  from  such  day-book  to  the  credit  of  tlie  trustees  by  the  clerks  of  Jf.  4*  Co,  Commis- 
sions of  bankrupt  issued  against  the  members  of  the  firm  of  M,  S[  Co,,  in  September  and  October, 
1824: — Held,  that,  at  the  date  of  those  commissions,  the  bankrupts  were  not  indebted  to  the  trua- 
tees  for  the  balance  of  the  dividends  appearing  by  the  books  to  have  been  received. 


1824  £  s.  d, 

AprU  29.  Fras.  Bellis  10  0  0 

Eliza  Do.   .  10  0  0 

30.  B.  P.  Bill    .  20  0  0 

£756     0     0  

40  0  0 

JunelQ.    Stamps  .     .  0  4  6 

Carried  forward  40  4  6 


1824.  £    I.     d, 

April  9.  Div.   £5300. 

4  P.  C. .     .106    0 
Do.    £4600. 
Red.SP.C.    690     0     0 


796    0     0 
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^rnor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  upon  the  ^wA.  of  Pteas, 
same  trusts  as  were  declared  by  the  said  indenture  of  jiu- 
gmH  9th,  18^. 

The  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  was  a  partner  in  the  firm 
of  Messrs.  Marsh,  Stracey,  Graham,  ^  Fauntleroy,  who 
carried  on  the  trade  of  bankers,  and  who  were  the  bankers 
of  the  aforesaid  trustees;  and  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
said  Colonel  BelUs,  the  amount  of  the  half-yearly  divi- 
dends on  the  above-mentioned  amounts  of  stock  were  from 
time  to  time  regularly  carried  to  the  account  of  the  said 
Colonel  Bellis  in  the  books  of  the  said  firm,  and  drawn 
for  and  received  by  him.  The  said  Colonel  Bellis  died  on 
January  SSrd,  1824,  without  having  exercised  any  of  the 
powers  of  appointment  given  him  by  the  said  deeds;  and 
on  his  death  a  new  account  was  opened  in  the  books  of 
the  said  banking-house,  intitled  "  Trustees  of  Bellis/" 
and  the  said  trustees  were  likewise  from  time  to  time  de- 
bited in  the  said  books  to  the  said  account  with  several 
sums  of  money  paid  to  the  children  of  the  said  Colonel 
Bellis,  in  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  said  deeds. 

On  September  16,  1824,  a  commission  of  bankrupt  was 
issued  against  the  said  Messrs.  Marsh,  Stracey,  ^  Gra^ 
ham;  and  on  the  29th  day  of  October,  1824,  a  further 
commission  was  issued  against  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy^ 
upon  which  said  commissions  the  said  parties  were  duly 
declared  bankrupts;  and,  at  the  date  and  issuing  of  such 
commissions,  the  said  account  stood  in  the  books  of  the 
said  Marsh  %  Co,,  thus : 

Trustees  of  BeUit. 


k2 


IrjS 


CASE6 IN  THB  EXCURQUKRi 


1833. 


HUMf 

V. 

BOLLANQ. 


Brought  forward  40 

Emily  Bellia  20 

Do.  ...  20 

Fraii«.BeUi8  20 

AusfAQ.    (^milyBolUq  20 

Fras.  Do.    .  95 

Eliza  Do.    .  10 

Stamps    .     .    0 

£U77  16    6    

225 
To  balance  1177 


8,   d. 
4    6 


0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
3 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


13     6 
16     6 


Carried  forward   1403  10    0 


Brought  forward    796    0     0 
July  9.    Do.  £10,000. 

Imp. 3  P.O.  150    0     0 
Do.  £18,376. 
4  P.  C.  ,     •  367  10     0 
Do.   £6000. 
3  P.  C.       .     90     0     0 


1403  10     Q 


Sept  11,  1824. 

Balance      .  1177  16     6 

Brought  forward 


And  a  copy  of  tbis  account  was  afterwards^  and  after 
the  d^ath  of  (he  said  Henry  FawUleroy^  rendered  on  der 
niand  by  tbe  assignees  of  tb^  said  Messrs,  Marsh  Sf  Co.  to 
tbe  said  surviving  trustees. 

The  Frances ^  Eliza ^  and  Emily  Bettis,  named  in  such  ac- 
count, were  children  of  tbe  said  Colonel  Bellis,  entitled 
under  the  said  indentujres.  From  tbe  time  of  the  death  of 
tbe  said  Colonel  Bellis,  no  sums  of  money  were  received 
by  the  said  Messrs.  Marsh  Sf  Co.  from  the  Bank  of  England 
in  respect  of  dividends  upon  any  of  the  above-named  sums, 
except  one  of  90^,  which  was  received  by  them  on  Jyiy 
9tb|  I824j  in  respect  of  the  sum  of  6,0002.  3/.  per  cenis^i 
and  all  the  principal  sums  of  money  above-mentioned  (ex- 
cept the  said  last-mentioned  sum  of  6,000/.  SI.  per  cents.) 
bad  been  transferred,  or  pretended  to  be  transferred,  dur* 
ing  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Colonel  Bellis,  without  hia 
knowledge,  or  the  knowledge  of  the  said  James  Deacon 
Hume  and  John  Goodchild,  by  the  instrumentality  of  the 
said  Henry  Faunileroy,  into  the  names  of  other  persons, 
purchasers  thereof  for  valuable  considerations,  by  means 
of  powers  of  attorney,  purporting  to  have  been  executed 
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by  the  said  Htnry  Fauntlerof/t  Jame9  Deacon  Hum^y  and  6xch.  <^  puas, 
John  Goodchild;  but  of  which  the  several  signatures  df    v  '^  ^ 

James  Deacon  Hume  and  John  Goodchild  were  forged  by         ^M^t 
the  said  Henry  FautUleroy.  Bollako. 

The  said  Henry  Fauntleroiff  after  the  sale^  or  pretended 
sale,  of  the  said  principal  stocks,  entered  in  the  day-book 
of  Messrs.  Marsh  Sf  Co.,  the  amount  of  the  half-yearly  di^ 
vidends  thereof  on  the  days  when  they  would  have  respee- 
tively  become  due  and  payable,  as  if  he  bad  duly  received 
the  same  at  the  Bank  of  England,  together  with  the  divi- 
dends of  other  persons  having  accounts  with  the  said 
bankers;  and  duch  amounts  were  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  regularly  posted  from  such  day-book  to  the  cre- 
dit of  the  said  trustees  by  the  clerks  of  the  said  Messrs* 
Marsh  ^  Co.    No  part  of  the  money  received  by  the  ssod 
Henry  Faunileroy  on  the  sale,  or  pretended  sale,  of  the' 
aforesaid  amounts  of  stock  was  received  by  or  carried  to 
the  credit  of  the  said  trustees,  or  either  of  them. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  wds-^ 
Whether,  at  the  date  and  suing  forth  of  the  said  com- 
missions  of  bankrupt  against  the  said    fViUiam  Marshy 
Josias  Henry  Straeey^Qeorge  Bidward  Graham^  %  Henry 
Fauniieroy,  bearing  date  reapectively  the  1 6th  day  of  Sep- 
tember,  1834,  and  the  29ih  day  of  October,  1824,  the  said 
bankrupts  were  indebted  to  the  said  Henry  FauMeray, 
James  Deacon  Hume,  and  Jahf$  Ooodehild,  as  the  trustees 
of  the  said  Colonel  BelKs,  under  the  said  deeds,  in  any 
and  what  sum  of  money;   and,  in  considering  the  said 
question,  no  objection  of  msteky  a  formal  natsre  was  to 
be  taken,  on  the  groimd  tint  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy 
was  intereeted  (a)  aa  a  trustee  jointly  with  <he  said  James 
Deacon  Httme  and  John  OaadehUdf  and  also  a  partner 

(a)   See  Hose  v.  PouUon,  2  B.  &  Ad.  822;  and  Richards  v.  Richards, 
Id.  44. 
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^"^X^^"'  with  the  said  WilUam  Marsh,  Jodas  Henry  Siraeey,  and 

George  Edward  Graham. 

Adams,  Serjt»  for  the  plaintiffs. — It  is  a  clear  principle, 
that  one  partner  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  another.    Sandi- 
lands  V.  Marsh  (a).  There  is  a  class  of  cases,  where  agents 
have  given  credit  in  their  books  to  their  principals,  and 
have  handed  accounts  to  their  principals,  in  which  the 
agents,  after  such  admissions,  have  not  been  allowed  to 
dispute  their  having  received  the  sums  so  put  to  the  cre- 
dit of  the  principal*  Shaw  y.  Picion  (ft),  Shawv.  DarineU{c}» 
[Bayley,  B.— In  those  cases  the  agent  had  delivered  the 
account  containing  the  credit  to  the  principal;  here,  the 
agents  have  donejjno  such  thing.     In  Shaw  v.  Picion,  there 
was  an  express  misrepresentation  by  which  the  party  was 
misled.     Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  question  on  that 
point  will  be,  whether  the  circumstances  are  not  such  as 
to  shew  that  the  banking-house  in  effect  made  a  misrepre* 
sentation  to  the  customer;  whether  the  entries  did   not 
amount  to  a  statement  that  they  had  received  the  divi- 
dends.    (The  learned  Lord  here  read  the  passage  in  the 
accounts  referred  to,  from  the  case.)    There  was  no  other 
fund  out  of  which  those  sums  could  have  come,  so  that 
the  party  would  be  led  to  suppose  that  those  credits  arose 
from  the  receipt  of  the  dividends.]      If  an  account  be 
rendered  on  paper,  it  is  quite  clear,  from  the  cases  referred 
to,  that  the  agent  cannot  afterwards  be  allowed  to  dispute 
a  sum  admitted  to  have  been  received  by  him.    But  it  is 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  the  form  of  passing 
over  a  piece  of  paper.     It  is  quite  sufficient  if  the  conduct 
of  the  parties,  by  making  entries  in  their  own  books,  or  by 
any  other  act  which  amounts  to  a  misrepresentation,  leads 
the  customer  into  a  mistake.     Here,  the  making  these 

(a)  2  B.  &  A.  673. 
(6)  4  B.  &  C.  715 ;  7  D.  &  R.  201.    (c)  6B.  &  C.  56;  9  D.  &  R.  54. 
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entries  from  time  to  time,  during  so  long  a  period  of  time,  ^^*^**  "//*'***» 

Ic5v2b« 

amounts  to  a  misrepresentation.     IBayley^  B. — A  party  v.^^^..^^ 

who  makes  such  a  representation  is  not  to  be  allowed  af-  Huue 

terwards  to  deny  it  if  the  other  party  has  been  injured  by  Bolland. 
being  misled.] 

Kelly ^  contrd. — There  was  no  debt,  at  the  date  of  the 
commission  of  bankrupt  which  could  be  proveable  un- 
der the  estate  of  the  bankrupts.     The  case  will  be  found 
not  to  range  itself  within  the  class  of  cases  where  a  party 
has  been  held  to  be  estopped  by  the  admission  of  having 
received  money ;  for  it  will  appear  that,  in  this  case,  the  sum 
of  money  in  question  is  still  recoverable  from  the  Bank.  But^ 
Jirst^  no  action  for  money  had  and  received  could  have  been 
maintained  by  the  trustees  against  Marsh  ^  Co.  if  they  had 
remained  solvent.      Suppose  such  action   to  have  been 
brought,  it  would  have  appeared  that  a  false  entry  had  been 
fraudulently  made  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs;  and  therefore,  not 
only  on  the  formal  objection  of  one  plaintiff  being  also  a  de- 
fendant, which  objection  is  removed  by  the  order  of  the 
Chancellor,  but  on  the  ground  of  the  fraud  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  no  action  could  have  been  sustained.  [Bayley^  B. 
— Supposing  Fauntleroy  to  have  died,  and  Marsh  ^  Co,  to 
have  continued  solvent,  might  not  the  surviving  trustees 
have  sued  Marsh  ^  Co,  ?]  They  could  not;  for,  by  the  same 
reasoning, if  the  other  trustees  had  died,  supposing  the  for- 
mal objection  removed, /^aun/^o^  might  have  sued  the  firm 
for  a  cause  of  action  arising  from  his  own  fraud.      But, 
to  consider  the  case  as  standing  on  the  admission  in  the 
entries — The  entries  were  never  published ;  and  there  is 
no  authority  to  say,  that  a  mere  entry,  never  delivered  to 
the  parties,  and  of  which  they  have  no  knowledge,  can  have 
the  effect  of  precluding  the  person  making  it  from  setting 
up  the  truth.     [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Suppose  a  me- 
morandum had  been  found  in  the  hand-writing  of  Marsh, 
to  this  effect :  "  I  yesterday  received  such  a  sum  of  money  as 
dividends  ;'*  would  not  that  he  primd  facie  evidence  agains 


Hume 

V. 
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^'''mr'""'  1^™  *^«'  ^^  ^ad  received  it  ?]   At  nil  events,  it  wpuld  only 

be  pritnd facie  evidence,  which  might  be  rebutted  by  shew- 
ing that  no  money  had  been  received.     Even,  if  it  were  an 
BoLLAM).      actual  receipt  signed  by  him«  he  would  not  be  concliiaiTely 
bound  by  it,  unless  the  situation  of  the  other  party  hud  been 
altered  by  it.    [Bayley,  B. — If  the  customers  went  to  their 
bankers  to  see  how  their  account  stood,  and  bad  found  no 
entry  of  the  receipts  of  the  dividends,  that  would  have  put 
them  upon  making  inquiries.     By  writing  the  entries  in 
the  book,  things  were  in  readiness  to  satisfy  the  quatomers 
if  they  should  call,]     Siratton  v.  RqstaU  (a)  and  Skatfe  v» 
Jackson  {lb)  shew  that  parties  are  not  conclusively  bound 
by  signing  a  receipt.    It  is  admitted,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  that  where  parties  make  representations,  either 
expressly  or  by  their  conduct,  by  which  repreaentaticHis 
the  situation  of  other  parties  is  altered,  the  persooa  mak- 
ing  such  representations  are  bound  by  them.     That  is 
the  distinction  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  King^M  Bench 
on  the  subject  of  parties  being  or  not  being  estopped 
by  their  admissions,  in  Heane  v.  Rogers  (c):  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that 
case,  says — ^'  There  is   no  doubt  but  that  th^  express 
admissions  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  admissioaa  implied 
from   his  conduct,  are   evidence,    and  strong   evidence 
against  him ;  but  we  think  that  he  is  at  liberty  to  prove 
that  such  admissions  were  mistaken,  or  were  untrue,  and 
}s  not  estopped  or  concluded  by  them,  unless  another  per- 
son has  been  induced  by  them  to  alter  his  condition;  in 
such  a  case  the  party  is  estopped  from  disputing  their 
truth  with  respect  to  that  person  (and  those  claiming  un* 
der  him)  and  that  transaction*"   Now,  in  the  present  case, 
the  situation  of  these  parties  was  not  altered  by  the  repre- 
sentations or  conduct  of  the  bankers.     [Lord  LyndhurH, 
C*  B. — It  was  altered  thus — A  sum  of  money,  was  wanted. 
If  it  had  not  been  paid,  the  trustees  would  have  insisted  on 

(«)  2  T.  R.  566.  [h)  3  B.  &  C.  421.        (c)  9  B  &  C.  677- 
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receiving  the  dividends  tbemselvee;  they  would  have  gone  E^ck.  rf  Pkas, 

to  the  Bank  to  inquire>  and  would  have  discovered  the 

transfer.]      The  legal  rights   of   the   parties  remained 

the  same^  they  had  exactly  the  same  remedy,  and  are 

not  in  the  lea$t  degree  prejudiced.      The  money  sent 

by  Government  to  the  Bank  of  England  for  the  payment 

of  those  dividends  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Bank  for  the  use 

of  the  plaintiffs,  and  may  be  recovered  from  the  Bank  of 

England.     Davis  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (a)  shews  that 

the  Bank  are  clearly  liable. 

Howy  then,  were  these  parties  prejudiced,  and  in  what 
respect  was  their  situation  altered?  If  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
land  be  still  liable  to  pay  the  trustees,  the  money  in  ques- 
tion could  never  have  been  recovered  from  Marsh  ^  Co,, 
if  that  firm  bad  remained  solvent,  as  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  them,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  estopped 
from  disputing  their  receipt  of  it  by  their  misrepresenta- 
tion having  caused  an  alteration  in  the  situation  of  these 
trustees. 

It  may  be  said,  that  the  situation  of  the  trustees  is  altered 
in  point  of  convenience ;  but,  although  the  false  repreaenta- 
tion  of  a  banker,  whereby  his  customer  is  put  to  inconve- 
nience, may  give  the  customer  a  good  ground  for  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  against  him,  for  misrepresentation,  or 
negligence  in  delaying  his  remedy,  it  cannot  give  him  a 
right  tQ  sue  for  money  had  and  received.  The  action  for 
money  had  and  received  is  strictly  an  action  arising  on 
the  receipt  of  money  to  the  plaintiff's  use.  Suppose  an 
agent  represents  to  his  principal,  that  he  has  received  mo- 
ney  on  the  principaFs  account,  when,  in  pdint  of  fact,  he 
has  not  received  it,  can  the  principal  recover  against 
him  in  an  action  for  money  liad  and  received,  whilst  be 
can  recover  against  the  original  debtor?  Both  actions 
might  be  tried  at  the  same  time,  and  could  the  principal  be 

*  * 

(a)  2  Bin^.  393;  9  B.Moore,  747, 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,    allowed  to  recover  against  both?    The  action  for  money 

had  and  received  has  always  been  considered  an  equitable 
action.  But  it  would  be  against  law  and  justice,  that 
these  plaintiffs  should  be  entitled  to  recover  the  money 
from  these  defendants,  when  they  may  have  received  it 
before,  or  may  still  receive  it,  from  the  Bank  of  Eng" 
land, 

Adams,  Serjt.,  in  reply. — [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Is 
not  this  claim  one  which  ought  to  be  measured  by  unliqui- 
dated damages?]     That  observation  would  have   been 
equally  applicable  in  Shaw  v.  Picion.     The  argument  used 
by  the  defendants  as  to  the  money  being  still  recoverable 
from  the  Bank  of  England,  would  shew  that  the  trustees 
have  a  right  to  recover  from  the  Bank  even  the  dividends, 
the  amount  of  which  was  actually  paid  to  them  by  Marsh 
^  Co.    Suppose  that  the  assignees  of  Marsh  ^  Co.  were 
to  sue  the  trustees  for  the  amount  of  the  dividends  paid, 
as  they  would  contend,  by  mistake,  the  money  not  having 
been  received  from  the  Bank  of  England,  they  clearly 
could  not  recover.      \Bayley,  B* — It  may  be  that  they 
could  not  recover  back  from  the  trustees  the  3S5/.  \3s,6d* 
paid  to  them.]  Then,  the  difficulty  is,  upon  what  principle 
would  the  plaintiffs  be  entitled  to  recover  all  the  money  in 
question  from  the  Bank  o{ England:  for,  in  that  case,  they 
would  receive  the 225/.  \Ss.Qd.  twice  over.     [£iiy/<^y,B. 
— If  they  should  recover  that  money  from  the  Bank  of 
England,  they  would  have  to  pay  it  over  to  the  assignees 
of  Marsh  ^  Co,]     Wherever  it  is  the  duty  of  a  party  to 
receive  money  as  an  agent,  and  he  represents  to  the  prin- 
cipal  that  he  has  received  it,  he  makes  himself  liable. 
[Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B. — If  your  situation  is  not  altered, 
you  cannot  maintain  an  action;  if  it  is  altered,  must  not 
the  amount  of  damages  to  be  recovered  depend  upon  the 
extent  to  which  it  is  altered?     Suppose  there  had  been  a 
false  representation,  and  the  condition  of  the  parties  had 
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not  been  altered,  and  that  there  had  been  no  prejudice,    Exeh.  of  Picas, 

would  an  action  then  lie?]    The  justice  of  the  case  is,  that     ^   ^^^' 

the  parties  should  not  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of 

their  own  wrong.     Besides,  it  is  not  clear  that  this  money 

can  be  recovered  from  the  Bank  of  Englatid,    The  case 

of  Davis  V.  The  Bank  of  England  cannot  be  considered 

as  a  decision  on  that  point,  as  it  was  afterwards  reversed 

on  error  in  the  King*s  Bench  (a),  upon  an  objection  to  the 

declaration.     The  question  is  now  before  the  House  of 

Lords  in  another  case« 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  will  send  our  certificate 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent — 
This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel :  we 
have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that,  at  the  date 
and  suing  forth  of  the  said  commissions  of  bankrupt 
against  the  said  fViUiam  Marsh,  Josias  Henry  Stracey, 
George  Edward  Graham,  and  Henry  Faunileroy,  the  said 
bankrupts  were  not  indebted  to  the  said  Henry  Faunile" 
roy,  James  Deacon  Hume,  and  John  Goodehildf  as  the 
trustees  of  the  said  Colonel  BelUs,  in  any  sum  of  money; 
and,  in  considering  the  said  question,  we  have  laid  out  of 
the  case  the  formal  objection  that  the  said  Henry  Faunt" 
leroy  was  a  trustee  on  the  one  band,  and  a  partner  in  the 
house  of  Marsh  Sf  Co.,  on  the  other. 

Lynduurst* 
J.  Bayley. 

J.  GURNEY. 

(«)  5  B.  &  C.  185. 


no 
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Exch,  qf  Pleas, 
1832. 


Johnson  and  Others  v.  Johnson. 

Pursuant  to  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery^  the 
following  issues  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Bayley,  B.,  at 
the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term. 
Firsts  Whether  the  will  of  WiUiam  Eagles  Johnson  waa 


A  will  of  lands, 
iubscribed  by 
three  witnesses 
in  the  testator's 
presence  and 
at  hk  request, 

though  none  of   duly  cxccuted  to  pass  real  estates  by  devise ;  and| 
«wThe"tesutor       Secondly,  Whether,  admitting  the  will  to  have  been  duly 
sign  it,  and  only  executed  to  pass  real  estates,  it  was  not  rendered  inoperative 

two  of  them  .  •    a       i     i  t 

saw  hb  signa-  as  regarded  certam  parts  of  the  testator  s  freehold  estates, 
^^  Tesutor,  Called  respectively  Portway  Hall  and  Nimmings,  by  certain 
seised  of  a  re-     deeds  executed  by  the  testator  subsequently  to  the  date  of 

version  expect-  •'  ... 

ant  on  a  term  of  his  will.     The  jury  fouud  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon 

vears  created 

H  a  mortgage     tbe  issues,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  fol- 

f.r  1,2001,  d.-    i^    i 
vised  the  same,  o 

and  afterwards 
agreed  with  A. 
B,,  that  A,  B, 
should  pay  off 
the  old  mort- 
gage, and  take 
an  assignment 
of  the  term  tu 
secure  that  sum, 
and  1,800/. 
more  to  be  lent 
to  the  testator. 
The  1,200/. 
was  to  be  pdd 

off  immediately;  glass  doof,  but  behind  the  counter  there  is  no  separation 
an  ,  un  1    e      ^^  ^^  between  them.    £•  S.  went  into  the  couDting^hoase, 

and,  in  the  testator's  presence,  signed  the  said  paper.  The 
testator  then  called  in  E,  R,  another  shopman,  who,  at  his 


The  plaintiffs  were  the  children  of  the  testator  fFiUiam 
Eagles  Johnson,  and  the  defendant  was  his  infant  son  and 
heir-at-law.  In  the  month  of  June,  18S6^  the  testator  came 
from  his  counting»house  into  his  shop,  with  a  paper  in  his 
band,  which  was  his  last  will  and  testament,  the  whcde  of 
which,  except  the  witnesses'  signatures,  was  in  hia  hand* 
writing,  and  desired  £.  5.,  one  of  his  shopmen,  lo  witness 
it.     The  counting-house  is  separated  from  the  shop  by  a 


request  and  in  his  presence,  also  signed  the  said  paper  as 
a  witness;  and  afterwards  the  testator  called  in  G.W., 


1,800/.  was 
procured,  the 
term  was  to  be 
assigned  to  a 
trustee  for  the 
testator.     In 
pursuance  of 
this  agreement 

the  1,200/.  was   another  of  his  servants  in  the  shop,  who  also,  in  the  testa- 
paid  off,  and  ^  *^ 

the  term  was      tor's  presence,  signed  the  said  paper  as  a  witness.    This 

assigned  to  E.F. 

in  trust  for  the 

testator,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  be  held,  assigned;  and  disposed  of,  as  he  or  they  should  direct 

or  appoint.     Shortly  afterwards  the  term  was  assigned  by  E.F.,  by  the  direction  of  the  testator, 

to  A,  B.,  to  secure  the  3,000/.  i-^Heldf  that  the  will  was  not  revoked. 
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said  paper  bad  been  signed  by  the  said  testator  previous  ^^^\^^^*^ 

to  his  requiring  any  of  the  persons  to  witness  it,  and  his     <^ ^ — ^ 

signature  thereto  was  then  seen  by  the  two  first  witnesses  Johnson 

thereto.    E.  S.  was  present  when  £.  ii.  and  G.W»  attested  Johnson^ 
the  said  paper,  and  £.  /Z.  was  also  present  when  E.  S^ 
signed,  but  G.  fV,  was  not  in  the  counting-house  when  E* 

5.  attested  the  same,  though  he  was  in  the  shop.  E.It.  and 

6.  FP.  were  in  the  counting-house  when  they  respectively 
signed  their  names  as  witnesses.  The  said  paper  was  pro* 
duced  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  identified  by  all  the 
witnesses  aa  the  same  which  the  testator  so  required  them 
to  sign  aa  witnesses  as  aforesaid. 

Daniel  Johnson,  the  father  of  the  testator,  being  seised 
infee^simple  of  a  freehold  mansion*house  and  lands,  called 
Poriway  Halls  and  certain  closes  called  Nimmings,  respec- 
tively situated  at  Rowley  Hegis^  in  Staffordshire,  executed 
amortgage^  by  which  the  said  house  and  lands,  called 
Poriwatf  HaU,  were  conveyed  in  fee,  and  the  closes  called 
^mmings  demised  for  a  term  of  five  hundred  years,  to 
Nancy  WooUy,  for  securing  the  sum  of  1,200/.  and   in- 
terest.     DanielJohnson  did  not  pay  off  any  part  of  thi» 
sum  at  the  time  appointed  by  the  mortgage;  and  by  his^ 
will  devised  the  said  estates  comprised  therein  to  the  tes« 
taloT,  William  Eagles  Johnson,  in  fee,  subject  to  an  an- 
BiHty  of  20/.,  which  he  bequeathed  to  one  Sarah  Olden  for 
her  life.     The  testator,  William  Eagles  Johnson,  was  akoy 
at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  at  his  death,  seised  in 
fee  of  certain  copyhold  estates,  and  was  tenant  in  tail  of  a 
freeliold  estate  at  Deritend,  in  ffarwiekshire.     He  was  aU 
80  possessed  of  certain  leasehold  estates  in  London,     He 
eontioued  to  pay  the  interest  on  Mrs.  Woolly  s  mortgage 
till  the  aasignmeiit  thereof  hereinaRer  mentioned ;  and, 
such  mortgage  being  subsisting  on  theS7th  otJune,  18@6^ 

he  made  his  said  will,  and  executed  the  same  as  herein- 
before mpntinnMl.  AA  finllnivA ?_*'<  As  T  Am  cmino  a.  iAiir«M>v 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,   die  and  not  liye>  I  hereby  make  my  last  will  and  testament* 
v..^,^^.^     In  the  first  place^  I  give  in  trust  unto  my  esteemed  friends, 
Johnson      Mr.  WilUam  Undertoood,  Mr.  Mark  Mogridge^  and  ray 
JoHNsoK.       faithful  wife,   Catherine  Johnson^  for  the  benefit  of  my 
children,  after  allowing  my  wife  ^0/.  a-year  during  her 
natural  life  for  her  own  use,  which  is  to  be  secured  on  any 
part  of  my  property  they  may  think  proper,  the  whole  of 
my  freehold,  leasehold,  and  copyhold  estates,  in  the  coun- 
ties o{Stqffbrd,Salopt  Worcester,  Warwicky  sindMiddleseJc, 
with  all  my  personal  property  of  every  description,  I  give 
to  them,  after  the  above  allowance  to  my  wife  as  long  as 
she  continues  unmarried  and  a  widow;  if  she  marries  again, 
then  she   is  to  be  allowed  50/.  a-year   instead  of  2O0L 
and  her  trust  also  then  ceases,  as  she  will  no  longer  be 
trustee.     I  will  that  my  children  receive  their  equal  pro* 
portions  as  they  attain  twenty-five  years  of  age,  out  of  the 
personal  property,  and  their  proportion  of  the  income  from 
the  estates.     I  request  the  trustees  to  sell  any  part  of  the 
mines  under  any  part  of  my  property,  when  they  conaider 
the  most  beneficial  time  to  my  children's  benefit;  the  es- 
tates also,  if  they  consider  it  of  more  benefit  than  keeping 
them ;  it  is  my  request,  that  when  my  daughters  marry, 
that  what  fortune  they  have  should  be  settled  on  them  and 
their  children.     If  by  the  sale  of  my  mines  the  property 
should  be  much  increased,  I  will  that  one-fourth  part  be 
funded  for  the  benefit  of  my  wife,  in  addition  to  the  afore- 
said income,  if  she  continues  a  widow;  and,  after  her 
death,  the  said  property  funded  to  be  disposed  of,  agree- 
able with  her  will;  and,  in  case  she  dies  without  a  will,  to 
be  divided  among  my  daughters,  share  and  share  alike. 
As  witness  my  hand  this  27th  day  of' June,  1826.   fVilUam 
Eagles  Johnson. — Witness,   Edward  Standerwicke,  Ed- 
ward Richardson,  George  Walker. ^^ 

In  the  month  ot  May,  1829,  the  testator  applied  to  Mr. 
Day  to  advance  him  3,000/.  upon  the  security  of  the  said 
estate,  called  "  PorlwayHall,**  and  the  close  called  '*  Nim- 
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mings^  mortgaged,  as  before  mentioned,  to  Mrs.  WooUy,    ^ch.  ofPUat, 
and  which  mortgage  was  then  vested  in  her  representatives.  '^ 

Mr.  Day  having  assented,  it  was  arranged  that  he  should       Johmsom 
first  provide  1,200/.  to  pay  to  Mrs.  FFoo2/y«  representa-      Johnson. 
tives,  and  that  the  said  mortgage  property  should  be  con- 
veyed and  assigned  to  a  trustee,  who  should  afterwards, 
upon  Mr.  Daj/s  advancing  the  testator  the  residue  of  the 
S,000/.,  convey  and  assign  the  same  to  him. 

Accordingly,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  as- 
signment, bearing  date  the  8th  and  9th  of  Afay,  1829, 
the  release  and  assignment  made  between  BenjaminWooUy 
(only  son  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Mrs.  fTooUy,  then  de- 
ceased), of  the  first  part;  the  said  JJ^/j/amJii  fTboUy  and 
James  Bourne  the  younger  (two  of  the  trustees  and  exe« 
cutors  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  fFbollyj^ofthe  second  part;  Har' 
til  Dudley i  the  other  executor  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Woolly, 
of  the  third  part:  the  testator,  William  Eagles  Johnson,  of 
the  fourth  part;  and  Henry  William  Bull,  of  the  fifth  part; 
In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1,200/.,  the  said  Benjamin 
WooUy,  at  the  request  of  the  said  James  Bourne  the 
younger,  Hartil  Dudley,  and  William  Eagles  Johnson,  bar- 
gained, sold,  aliened,  released,  and  confirmed,  and  the 
said  James  Bourne  the  younger,  and  Hartil  Dudley,  re- 
mised, released,  and  for  ever  quitted  claim,  the  said  man** 
sion-house  and  lands  at  Partway,  in  the  parish  of  Rowley 
Regis,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Henry  William  Bull,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
in  trust  for  the  testator,  William  Eagles  Johnson,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  and  to  be  conveyed  and  disposed  of  as  he  or 
they  should  direct  or  appoint.  And  by  the  same  indenture 
the  said  Benfamin  Woolly,  James  Bourtie  the  younger,  and 
Hartil  Dudley  (at  the  request  of  the  testator,  William 
Eagles  Johnson),  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  over  the  said  closes,  called  ''  Nimmings,**  and  the 
other  premises  comprised  in  the  said  term  of  five  hundred 
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Krek.  •/  Pfe^,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  residue  of  the  same 
^  '  »     temi^  in  trust  for  the  testator,  William  Eagles  Johnsonf 
JoHNtoir       his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  be  held,  assigned,  and  dis- 
JoMNsoN.      posed  of,  as  he  or  they  should  direct  or  appoint* 

Shortly  after  the  date  and  execution  of  those  deeds, 
pursuant  to  the  arrangement  before  mentioned,  Mr.  Day 
adyanced  the  testator  the  further  sum  of  1,800/.;  and  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  assignment,  dated  re- 
spectively the  S9th  and  30th  oiMay,  1829,  the  release  and 
assignment  being  made  between  the  said  Henry  /FilUam 
Bull  of  the  first  part,  the  said  testator  of  the  second  part, 
and  the  sidd  Charles  Day  of  the  third  part,  in  considera-* 
tioQof  the  sums  of  1,200/.  and  1,800/.,  advanced  by  Day, 
and  for  the  further  nominal  considerations  therein  men- 
tioned, the  said  Henry  William  Bull  (at  the  request  and 
by  the  direction  of  the  said  testator),  bargained,  sold, 
aliened,  and  released,  and  the  said  testator  granted,  re- 
leased, and  confirmed,  the  messuage  and  lands  called 
Partway  Hall,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Charles 
Dayf  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  proviso  ibr  re- 
demption thereinafter  contained;  and  the  said  Henry  Wil^ 
Ham  Bull  (at  the  like  request  and  direction),  assigned  to 
Day  the  closes  called  **  Nimmings,**  for  the  remdue  of  the 
term  of  five  hundred  years,  assigned  to  him  by  the  before-* 
mentioned  deed  of  the  9th  of  May, 

The  said  deed  of  the  30th  May,  contains  a  proviso  for 
redemption,  reconveyance,  and  assignment  of  the  premises 
mentioned  therein,  on  payment  by  the  testator  to  Dtiy  of 
SOOO/.,  and  interest  at  5/.  per  cent,,  on  the  80th  May 
then  next. 

The  testator  paid  off  no  part  of  this  principal  sum  of 
SOOO/.,  but  paid  up  the  interest  thereon  up  to  the  time  of 
his  death.  He  died  on  the  30th  December,  I8S9,  'with- 
out having  revoked  or  altered  his  said  will,  leaving  Ca- 
therine Johnson,  his  widow,  and  the  plaintiff  and  defen-* 
dant,  his  only  children,  him  surviving. 
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It  was  agreed,  that  the  several  deeds  of  the  8th  and  9th  ^^**^'^^^^* 
of  May,  1 829,  and  the  29th  and  30th  of  May,  1 829,  should     ^      /  ^ 
be  considered  as  part  of  this  case.     The  questions  for  the       Johnson 
opinion  of  the  Court  were —  Johnson. 

First — Whether  the  said  will  of  the  testator  was  duly 
executed  to  pass  real  estates ;  if  so,  the  verdict  on  the  first 
issue  was  to  stand,  otherwise  to  be  entered  for  the  defen  • 
dant.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  said 
will  was  duly  executed  to  pass  real  estates,  theh — 

iSfcofK^— Whether  the  said  deeds  of  the  8th  and  9th 
of  May,  1829,  and  the  29th  and  30th  May,  1829,  or  any 
of  them,  operated  as  an  absolute  and  entire  revocation  of 
the  testator's  will,  as  regards  the  said  messuage  and  lands 
Called  "Partway  Hall,*'  and  the  closes  called  " Nim^ 
tmngs^  If  so,  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on 
the  second  issue  was  to  stand,  otherwise  a  verdict  was  to 
be  entered  thereon  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Alexander,  for  the  plaintiffs. — With  respect  to  the  first 
point.  White  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  British  Museum  (a), 
and  Wright  y*  Wright  {b),  are  decisive  authorities  to  shew 
that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  testator  to  sign  the  will  in 
the  presence  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  and  that  it  is 
suflScient  if  they  sign  it  in  his  presence,  and  at  his  request, 
though  they  do  not  even  know  what  the  nature  of  the  in- 
strument is.  Then,  as  to  the  second  point,  namely,  whe- 
ther  the  deeds  stated  in  the  case  operated  as  a  revocation 
of  the  will.  The  general  rule,  that  a  devise  is  annulled  at 
law  by  a  subsequent  conveyance  of  the  estate,  must  be 
admitted ;  but  the  principle  on  which  it  appears  to  have 
been  so  decided  is  this:  that,  inasmuch  as  by  the  statute 
of  wills,  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  s.  1,  the  testator  must,  at  the 
time,  be  seised  of  the  estate  he  devises,  and  continue  so 
seised  to  the  time  of  his  death,  any  subsequent  change  in 


146  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER,      * 

Bzek,  of  Pleat,  the  estate,  which  would  divest  the  testator  of  it,  though 
^  ^^     but  for  an  instant,  will  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

joHNBON       Brydges  v.  The  Duchess  of  Chandos  (a),  Goodtiile  v. 

Johnson.  Otway  (6),  Vawser  v.  Jeffery  (c).  [BoUand,  B.«»— There 
is  a  case  oiDarley  v.  Darley  (cf).]  There  are  many  which 
may  be  cited  to  the  same  effect ;  but,  in  all  of  them  will 
be  found  this  essential  ingredient,  viz.  that  there  was 
a  change  of  estate  produced  by  the  revoking  instrument. 
The  only  instance  at  law  in  which  a  will  remains  valid, 
after  a  disposition  operating  upon  the  entire  estate,  is 
that  of  partition;  with  respect  to  which  it  is  held,  that, 
although  effected  by  fine,  the  will  continues  in  force. 
Luther  v.  Kidby  (e),  Risby  v.  BultingloiB  (f).  But  the 
present  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  admitted  general 
rule,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  alteration  in  the 
nature  of  the  estate.  The  testator,  at  the  time  when  he 
executed  his  will,  had  an  equity  of  redemption  in  the 
Portway  Hall  estate,  and  also  a  reversion,  after  the  term 
of  five  hundred  years,  in  the  Nimmings  closes.  When 
the  mortgages  were  completed,  he  still  had  the  same  es« 
tate  in  each.  Therefore,  the  estates  being  unchanged  by 
the  mortgage  transaction,  the  will  was  not  revoked. 
[Bayley,  B. — He  had  the  equity  of  redemption  and  the 
reversion,  on  different  terms,  before  and  after  the  exe« 
eotion  of  the  deeds.  In  the  one  case,  he  would  have 
the  land  after  payment  of  1200L;  in  the  other,  after 
payment  of  SQOO/.]  Still,  it  would  be  the  same  estate  in 
law,  though  under  an  increased  charge.  The  distinction 
now  taken  has  been  sanctioned  by  Lord  Hardmcke,  C, 
in  Sparrow  v.  Hardcastle  {g)\  and  [the  Master  of  the 
Rolls^  in   Williams  v.  Owen  {h),  says,  that  in  Parsons  v. 

(a)  2  Ve«  jun.  417;  7  Bro.  P.  r«)  8  Vin.  Abr.  148;  3  P.  Wma. 

C.  606.  196. 

(6)  I  Bo8.  &  Pull.  6/6;  7 T.  R.         (/)  T.  Raym.  240. 
399.  (g)  3  Atk.  798. 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  462.  (A)  2  V«8.  jun.  699. 

(d)  3  — ^  6. 
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Freeman  (a),  Lord  Hardtoicke  bad  established  this  prln-   ^cK  of  Pitat, 
ciple,  that  whenever  the  estate  is  modified  in  a  manner  dif-     ^     ^    ^ 
ferent  from  that  in  which  it  stood  at  the  time  of  making      Johnson 
the  willy  there  is  a  revocation;  but  whenever  the  testator      johnsoh. 
remains  with  the  same  estate  and  interest  exactly^  and 
disposable  of  by  the  same  means^  without  any  fresh  mo- 
dification,  there  is  no  revocation.     Upon  that  distinc- 
tion the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  this  issue  certified  in 
his  favour.    [Bayley^  B. — As  to  Partway  Hall,  the  tes- 
tator never  had  the  legal  estate;  and  as  to  Nimmingi,  a 
term,  in  which  he  had  no  interest,  was  conveyed  to  a  new 
trustee,  and  he  still  had  the  reversion  as  he  had  before. 
In  the  Partway  Hall  estate,  he  had  nothing.] 

D,  PaUack  for  the  defendant. — As  to  the  first  point,  it 
must  be  conceded,  that  the  cases  of  fFhitey.  The  Trustees 
of  the  British  Museum,  and  Wright  v.  Wright,  cannot  be 
distinguished  from  the  present  case. 

With  regard  to  the  second  question,  it  is  true  that  the 
last  deeds,  of  29th  and  30th  May,  left  the  estate  the  same 
as  when  the  will  was  executed,  except  as  to  the  quantity  of 
charge  upon  it  But,  during  the  intermediate  time,  be- 
tween the  8th  and  9th  and  ^th  and  SOth  of  May,  the  tes^ 
tator  had  an  estate  of  a  different  nature  from  that  which 
be  had  when  he  executed  his  will;  for,  by  the  deeds  of 
8th  and  9tli  May,  he  took  the  legal  estate  in  the  Partway 
Hall  property,  which  he  had  not  had  before.  [Bayley^ 
B» — You  contend  that  the  use  was  not  executed  in  the 
trustee,  but  in  the  testator,  by  the  deeds  of  8th  and  9th 
May.']  Yes.  By  those  deeds  the  legal  estate,  which  he 
had  not  before,  was  vested  in  the  testator  as  to  the  Part^ 
^oay  HMeataie  \  and,  as  to  Nimmngs,  be  had  the  reversion 
of  a  term  in  a  different  person,  and  on  different  trusts: 
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^ck.  of  puas,  fore  the  execution  of  the  latter  deeds,  he  had  not  the  same 
1832* 
s^^^^^^^J^^    estate  and  interest  as  before,  but  an  estate  differently  mo-> 

J0HN8011      diiied ;  and  the  will  was,  therefore,  revoked.  Williams  v. 

iTouNsoN.      Oweti  (a),  Bridges  ▼.  Duchess  of  Chandos  (6),  Harmood 
T.  Oglander  (c). 

[Bayleyi  B. — There  is  this  difficulty;  the  testator  had 
only  an  equity  of  redemption  in  the  Portway  Hall  pro* 
perty.  The  rule  in  a  Court  of  law  as  to  revocation  is  di& 
ferent  from  that  which  prevails  in  a  Court  of  equity.  In 
equity,  a  mortgage  is  held  a  revocation  pro  tanto  only. 
Therefore,  we  ought  to  indorse  upon  this  posiea^  that  we 
have  not  considered  the  question  as  to  the  Portway  Hall 
property.  Then,  with  respect  to  Nimmings,  there  is  the 
same  reversion  since  as  before  the  mortgages,  they  being 
merely  an  assignment  of  the  same  term.  Lord  Lyndhursi, 
C.  B. — The  termor  assigns  it,  it  is  the  same  term.] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
will  was  duly  executed.  Then,  as  to  the  second  point, 
with  respect  t6  Portway  Hall,  that  being  only  an  equita* 
ble  estate,  we  forbear  saying  any  thing.  As  to  the  Nim^ 
mings  estate,  we  think  the  will  is  not  revoked;  because 
the  reversion  is  the  same  that  the  testator  originally  had 
at  the  time  he  executed  his  will,  the  mortgages  having 
only  assigned  the  residue  of  the  same  term  of  five  hundred 
years. 

The  learned  Baron  who  tried  the  issues  gave  the  fol- 
lowing certificate : — 

I  certify  that  the  issues  within  contained  came  on  for 
trial  before  me  at  the  Sittings  for  Middlesex  after  Trinity 
Term,  183S,  when  I  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  as  to  the  execution  of 

(a)  2  Vc8.  jun.  699.  (6)  Id.  4 1 7-  (c)  6  Ves.  jirn.  199. 
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Johnson. 


the  will  of  William  Eagles  Johnson,  the  testator  within  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
named,  and  as  to  whether  the  said  will  was  revoked  by 
the  deeds  mentioned  in  the  second  count  of  the  declara- 
tion. And  I  further  certify,  that  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
after  argument,  were  of  opinion  that  the  will  in  question 
was  duly  executed,  and  ordered  the  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  issue;  and  that  the  Court 
were  also  of  opinion  that  the  deeds  above  referred  to  did 
not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  said  will,  so  far  as  re- 
gards certain  closes  called  Nimmings,  being  part  of  the 
property  referred  to  by  the  second  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, and  therefore  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  second  issue  also  as  to  those  closes; 
bat  it  appearing  that  the  testator  was  entitled  to  an  equi- 
table estate  only  in  the  freehold  mansion  and  lands,  called 
Partway  Hall,  being  the  residue  of  the  property  referred 
to  by  the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  the  Court  de- 
clined giving  any  opinion  whether  the  deeds  operated  as 
a  revocation  of  the  will  as  to  that  part  of  the  testator's 
property,  conceiving  it  to  be  a  question  more  properly 
cognizable  in  a  Court  of  equity. 

J.  Bayley 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  and  Effects  of  Catherine       Revenue, 

Cholmondeley,  deceased. 

XHE   usual   order  had   been   obtained   in  this  matter  By  the  marriage 
against  The  Earl  of  Romney  and  Lord  Braybrooke,  the  Mwrcf"^  ""^ 
administrators  with  the  will  annexed  of  Mrs.  Cholmonde-  20,oooa  was 

▼ested  in  D.,  £» 
and  P.,  upon 
trust,  to  pay  the 

dividends  to  Sir  P,  F,  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  Mr.  C.  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  Mrs.  C. 

for  her  life,  and  with  a  power  of  appointment  amongst  her  children,  in  case  there  should  be  any ; 
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Revenuti      Icjff  the  testatrix^  and  Mr.  Alexander  Barings  Mr.  Fran*- 
^     ^^     J     cis,  and  Mr.  Arbuthnot,  the  trustees  for  the  execution  of 
In  the  Matter  of  the  will^  for  not  accounting  for  legacy  duties. 
"^leyT^^         The  order  was  obtained  on  an  affidavit,  which  stated, 
that  administration  with  the  will  and  codicil   annexed  of 
Mrs.   Cholmondeleyy  had  been  granted   to   the   Earl  of 
Momney  and  Lord  Braybrooie,  the  executors  of  the  will 
of  George  James  Cholmondeley,  Esq.,  deceased,  who  was 
the  husband  and  sole  executor  named  in  the  will  of  the 
said  Mrs.  CAolmondeley,  and  who  had  survived  hb  wife, 
and  died  without  proving  the  will. 

The  affidavit  then  set  out  the  will  of  Catherine  Ckol^ 
mondeleyy  as  follows: — 

This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,  Catherine 
Cholmondeley.  Whereas,  I  am,  by  my  marriage  settle- 
ment, empowered,  in  circumstances  therein  described,  to 
dispose  of  the  sum  of  .^0,0002.  I  hereby  give,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  settlement,  one  moiety  thereof  to 
my  beloved  husband,  and  direct  the  other  moiety  to  be 
distributed  as  follows;  To  my  niece  Mary  Elisabeth 
Johnson^  4000/.,  to  my  niece  Catherine  Johnson,  1000/./ 
and  further,  I  bequeath  the  sum  of  5000/.  to  John  Willing 
Warren^  Esq.,  and  John  Angerstein^  of  Cumberland  Place, 
Esq.,  In  trust,  that  they  pay  the  annual  proceeds  thereof, 
in  moieties,  to  my  brother  and  his  wife  EUza,  during  their 
respective  lives,  the  portion  of  the  latter  to  be  received 
and  enjoyed  by  her  independently  of  my  brother  or  of 
any  other  husband  with  whom  she  may  hereafter  marry. 
And  further,  that,  on  the  death  of  either  my  brother  or 
his  wife  Eliza,  his  or  her  moiety  shall  be  paid  to  the  sur- 
vivor during  his  or  her  life,  to  be  held  by  them  respec- 
tively, in  like  manner  as  their  original  moieties ;  and  that, 
at  the  death  of  such  survivor,  they  my  said  trustees  divide 
the  capital  of  the  said  5000/.  between  such  of  the  daugh- 
ters of  my  said  brother  and  his  wife  Eliza,  as  shall  be 
living,  the  share  of  each  to  be  paid  to  her  on  her  coming 
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of  age,  or  being  married  with   consent   of  guardians;       ^!!?*' 

and  the  shares  of  such  as  may  die  under  age  and  unmar-     v ^ — / 

ried,  to  be  added  to  the  shares  of  the  survivors,  and  be  in  the  Matter  of 

'  J    ^  CUOLMONDI- 

considered  as  part  of  their  original  shares ;  and  if  it  shall  ley. 
eventually  happen  that  any  part  of  the  last-mentioned 
moiety  of  the  said  20,000/.  shall  not  be  herein  disposed  of, 
I  give  the  same,  together  with  all  other  property  which 
may  be  mine,  either  in  possession  or  reversion,  to  my  be- 
loved husband,  whom  I  constitute  my  residuary  legatee 

Catherine  Cholmondeley. 
13th  Nov.  18^  . 

iKatherine  Dunkifffield* 
Witness,     ^j  ^^y^  Dunkin/ieldr 

The  affidavit  then  set  out  the  codicil  to  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Cholmondeley  as  follows: — 

"  Codicil  to  my  will. — Whereas,  by  the  recent  decease 

of  my  dear  niece,  Catherine  Johnson,  the  legacy  of  1000/., 

which  I  bequeathed  to  her  in  my  will,  is  become  void.     I 

flow  direct  that  the  said  1000/.  be  equally  divided  between 

my  dear  sister  Mary  Johnson,  and  my  niece  Mary  Eli-  . 

zabeth  Johnson.  •^  ^r    •      r^i  i       j  ? 

Catherine  Cholmondeley. 

5th  April,  1822." 

The  affidavit  then  further  stated,  that  the  marriage  set- 
tlement mentioned  in  the  said  will  of  the  said  Catherine 
Cholmondeley,  was  a  certain  indenture,  bearing  date  the 
7th  day  o(  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1814,  and  made 
between  Sir  Philip  Francis  and  the  said  Catherine  Chol- 
mondeley, by  her  maiden  name  of  Catherine  Francis,  his 
daughter,  of  the  first  part;  the  before  mentioned  George 
James  Cholmondelev.  Esq..  of  the  second  nart:  and  Alf>.r^ 
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Revenue,       lemnized  between  the  said  Catherine  Francis  and  Geortte 

s^....„^^J..^     James  Cholmondeley^  Esq.^  and  it  was  agreed  by  the 

In  tbe  Matter  of  parties  to  the  said  indenture,  that  the  said  Alexander 

Cholmondb-     V»     •  •  • 

LEY.  Baring,  Philip  Francis,  George  James  Earl  of  Cholmon- 

ihley,  and  Charles  Arbutknot,  their  executors^  adminia* 
trators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the 
sum  of  ^0,000/.  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned^  and  the 
interest  thereafter  to  accrue  due  thereon,  upon  certain 
trusts  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  said  Sir  Philip  Francis,  during  his  life,  and  from  and 
after  his  decease,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  George  James 
Cholmondeley,  during  his  life;  and  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Sir  Philip  Fran^ 
cis  and  George  James  Cholmondeley,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  said  Catherine  Francis,  during  her  life,  and  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  Sir 
Philip  Francis,  George  James  Cholmondeley,  and  Caihe'- 
rine  Francis,  Upon  certain  trusts  in  the  said  indenture 
mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  of  the  said  then  in- 
tended marriage,  in  case  there  should  be  any  such  issue. 

And  it  was  by  the  said  indenture  agreed  and  declared 
between  the  parties  thereto,  that  in  case  there  should  be 
no  child  of  the  said  George  James  Cholmondeley,  by  the 
said  Catherine  Francis,  his  then  intended  wife,  or  in  case 
there  should  be  no  child  who  should  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  be  married  if  a  daughter,  then  and  in 
such  case  the  said  Alexander  Baring,  Philip  Francis 
George  James  Earl  of  Cholmondeley,  and  Charles  Arbuih^ 
not,  their  or  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
should  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  whole  of  the 
said  sum  of  20,000/.,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents  and 
purposes,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  condi- 
tions, and  declarations,  as  the  said  Catherine  Francis, 
notwithstanding  coverture,  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself 
and  the  said  George  Jan  ^holmotuleley,  by  her  last 
will  and  testament  in  w.ritii  any  testamentary  instru-> 
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merit  or  appointment  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  or  any  codi-^       ^*S^' 
cil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed  and  published,     v...,^^*^ 
respectively,  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by  in  the  Matter  of 
two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  as  the  said  Catherine         ley, 
Fritncis,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  the  said  George 
James  Cholmondeley^  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or 
instruments  in  writing,  with  or  without  power  of  revoca- 
tion and  new  appointment,  to  be  by  her,  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  George  James  Cholmondeley,  sealed  and  de- 
livered in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by  two  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament, 
or  appointment  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  or  any  codicil  or  , 

codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed  and  published  re- 
spectively, in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by  the 
like  number  of  credible  witnesses,  should  direct  or  ap- 
point: And,  in  default  of  any  such  direction  or  appoint- 
ment, and  so  far  as  any  such  direction  or  appointment 
should  not  extend,  it  was  thereby  declared  and  agreed, 
that  the  said  Alexander  Barings  Philip  Francis^  George 
James  Earl  of  Chohnondeley,  and  Charles  Arbuihnot, 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand 
possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  whole  of  the  aforesaid 
sum  of  20,0002.,  and  the  interest  or  annual  proceeds  there- 
of. In  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  would,  at  the 
decease  of  the  said  Catherine  Francis,  be  entitled  to  her 
personal  estate  as  her  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  sta- 
tutes for  the  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  of  persons 
dying  intestate,  if  the  said  Catherine  Francis  had  died  in- 
testate and  without  having  been  married. 

The  aiBdavit  further  stated,  that  the  said  sum  of^,000/. 
was,  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture,  the 
nrnnPTtv  of  the  said  Sir  Philin  Francis,  the  fathf^r  of  tht* 
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Revenue,      mamage^  and  that  the  said  Catherine  Cholmondeley  in  her 

^    lifetime  duly  made  the  will  and  codicil  thereinbefore  set 

In  the  Matter  of  forth,  and  some  time  after  making  the  same  departed  this 

Caolmonde-  '  i 

LKY.  life,  leaving  the  said  George  James  Cholmondeley  her  sur- 
viving; and  that  the  said  George  James  Cholmondeley 
died  on  or  about  the  5ih  day  of  November^  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord,  1830. 

Temple  and  P.  H.  Abbott,  for  the  administrators  with 
the  will  annexed  of  Mrs.  Cholmondeley. 

The  claim  here  made  by  the  Crown  respects  a  legacy, 
if  it  is  to  be  so  termed,  or  an  appointment  to  pay  to  certain 
individuals  a  sum  of  20,000/.  The  question  in  this  case 
arises  under  the  third  schedule  of  the  55th  George  3, 
c.  184;  and  the  distinction  between  that  act  and  the  pre- 
vious acts  is  most  material  in  the  consideration  of  this 
question,  because  there  is  less  difficulty  in  contending  with 
the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  terms  of  the  exist- 
ing act  of  Parliament,  than  to  the  terms  of  the  previous 
acts.  By  the  present  act,  the  legacy  duty  is  made  charge- 
able in  the  following  terms: — **  For  every  legacy,  specific 
or  pecuniary,  or  of  any  other  description,  of  the  amount  or 
value  of  201,  or  upwards,  given  by  any  will  or  testamentary 
instrument  of  any  person,  who  shall  have  died  after  the 
5th  of  April,  1805,  either  out  of  his  or  her  personal  or 
moveable  estate,  or  out  of  or  charged  upon  his  or  her  real 
or  heritable  estate,  or  out  of  any  monies  to  arise  by  the 
sale,  mortgage,  or  other  disposition  of  his  or  her  real  or 
heritable  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  which  shall  be 
paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or  discharged,  after  the 
31st  August,  1815."  This  is  the  clause  of  the  act  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  Court  is  to  be  directed ;  and  it  is  clear, 
that  if  this  is  a  disposition  by  will  or  testament,  of  Mrs. 
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because  it  \s  not  her  personal  estate.    Firsif  it  was  not        Hevtnue, 
personal  estate  applicable  to  the  payment  of  Mrs.  ChoU  ^'"  ^ 

mondeley's  debts.     It  was  not  assets  either  legal  or  equit-  in  the  Matter  of 

•^  •  CHOmONDE- 

able  for  that  purpose.  In  this  case  the  legal  interest  was  in  ley. 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  the  appointees  took  under 
the  settlement,  and  not  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Cholmonde* 
ley.  In  the  former  act,  the  4>5  Geo.  3,  c.  88,  which  was 
the  antecedent  Stamp  Act,  there  was  a  provision  very  difr 
ferent  from  tbe  present.  The  4th  section  enacts — "  That 
every  gift  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of  any 
person  dying  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  which,  by  virtue 
of  any  such  will  or  testamentary  instrument,  shall  have  effect 
or  be  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  such  person  so 
dying,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which  such  person 
shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  as  he  or  she  shall  think  fit, 
or  which  shall  have  been  charged  upon  of  made  payable 
out  of  any  real  estate,  or  be  directed  to  be  satisfied  out  of 
any  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale  of  any  real  estate  of  the 
person  so  dying,  or  which  such  person  may  have  power  to 
dispose  of,  whether  the  same  shall  be  given  by  way  of  an- 
nuity, or  in  any  other  form,  shall  be  liable  to  duty  as 
a  legacy.''  If  that  act  had  remained  in  existence,  this 
would  have  been  a  very  difiicult  case  to  contend  with :  but 
the  55  Geo,  3,  repeals  altogether  the  duties  granted  by  the 
forty-fifth,  and  confines  the  duty  in  respect  of  legacies 
strictly  in  terms  to  legacies  payable  out  of  the  personal  es- 
tate of  the  testatrix. 

With  reference,  however,  to  the  forty-fifth  of  Geo*  3,  it 
should  be  observed,  that  it  was  plainly  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  by  that  act  to  prevent  a  fraudulent  testamen- 
tary gift,  in  the  form  and  under  the  semblance  of  an  ap- 
pointment, and  to  apply  to  cases  in  which  persons  might 
mift  tliotr  nrnnprtv  into  trust.  rcserviuff  to  theniselvcs  the 
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Revenue,       tnitted,  that,  as  this  arises  on  a  settlement  (and  not  under 

1832 
^^.....^J.*^     the  will  of  the  party  by  whom  the  power  of  appointment 

In  the  Matter  of  ^as  Created),  and  the  money  havincr  been  vested  in  trus- 

Cbolmokde*  ^  o 

L£Y.  tees  for  other  purposes  than  those  contemplated  in  the  act^ 
and  to  protect  Mrs.  Cholmondcley  against  particular  par- 
ties and  interests,  it  would  not  be  within  the  mischief  con- 
templated by  the  45th  Geo.  3,  and  the  legacy  duty  would 
not  have  been  payable  under  that  statute. 

Then  the  question  resolves  itself  into  this — Does  a  pow^er 
of  appointment  of  this  nature  give  to  the  party  in  whom 
the  power  of  appointment  is  vested^  such  an  absolute  in- 
terest in  the  property  to  be  dealt  with  as  to  constitute  it  in 
point  of  law  her  personal  estate  ?    There  is  a  well-known 
distinction  with  regard  to  powers  of  appointment  of  pro- 
perty of  this  kind — If  property  is  given  to  trustees  for  such 
purposes  as  A.  shall  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  that  is  consi* 
dered  as  vesting  in  A.  an  absolute  property  in  the  fund ; 
and  there,  if  the  power  of  appointment  is  exercised,  it 
would  be,  in  the  hands  of  the  appointees,  applicable  to  the 
purposes  to  which  the  personal  estate  of  the  appointor 
would  be  applicable,  that  is,  in  paying  the  creditors;  the 
appointees  being  in  such   case  considered  in  equity  as 
trustees  for  the  creditors  to  the  extent  of  their  claims. 
But  that  does  not  extend  to  a  case  of  this  kind;  for, 
where  it  is  given  to  A,  for  life,  then  to  B.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  C.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  such  persons 
as  B.  shall  appoint,  there  it  is  considered  not  as  absolute 
property,  subject  to  the  demands  of  the  creditors,  but  as 
property  subject  to  a  mere  trust  to  be  executed  by  the  ap- 
pointor, and  not  at  all  connected  with,  or  to  be  considered 
as  his  personal  estate.    That  doctrine  is  recognised  in  Brad- 
1^11  V  WestcoH  (a\     That  was  a  case  in  which  the  nronertv 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  157 

strong  a  case  as  this :  because  here  there  is  an  interven-       Revenue, 

18^. 
ing  estate;  and^  in  fact,  Mrs.  Cholmondeley  never  had  any  -* 

interest  whatever  durinfi:  her  life;  for  the  preceding  life  In  the  Matter  of 
estate  of  the  husband  was  in  existence  up  to  the  time  of         i.by. 
her  death,  and  long  after.    In  the  case  of  Bradley  v. 
Westeoii,  the  wife  had  appointed  simply  all  her  personal 
estate;  and  the  question  was,  whether^  under  that  descrip* 
tion  the  funds  that  were  vested  in  the  trustees  on  the  trusts 
mentioned,  subject  to  such  a  general  power,  she  being  the 
only  party  interested,  did  or  did  not  pass.    The  Court 
were  of  opinion  it  did  not  pass.     [Bayleyt  B. — What  is 
the  language  of  the  appointment  in  that  case?]     ''  All  my 
personal  estate**  in  general  terms,  and  ^'  all  my  estate  and 
interest  therein."    [Bayleyt  B. — She  does  not  refer  to  the 
power.    Then  the  will  may  be  operative  exclusively  of  the 
power;  it  does  not  operate  under  the  power  unless  it  re- 
fers to  the  power.]     Where  the  power  is  executed,  the  ap* 
pointees  will  hold  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors;  but 
tbey  do  not  lay  hold  of  it  as  personal  property  of  the  ap- 
pointor, but  as  is  laid  down  by  Sir  John  Leach^  in  Jenney 
V.  Andrews  (a) :  the  creditors  come  into  Court,  and  charge 
the  appointee,  and  say  there  is  a  benefit  given  to  you  which 
ought  to  be  given  to  us.    The  executor  need  not  be  a 
party  to  the  bill.    [Bayley,  B. — Is  there  any  authority  in 
a  Court  of  equity,  that  where  there  is  a  general  power 
of  appointment  which  is  exercised  in  favour  of  particular 
persons,  those  persons  are  bound  to  pay  the  debts  of  the 
appointor  ?1     Where  there  is  a  fireneral  nower.  there  enni* 
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AmMM,      life^  with  a  power  of  appointment  superadded,  and  a  gift 

^      V     "^    to  a  person  indefinitelyi  with  a  superadded  power  to  dis- 

In  the  Matter  of  p^g^  ^y  ^jg^  ^y  ^y]^     But  that  distinction  is  perfectly  es- 

LET.         tablished,  that  in  the  latter  ease  the  property  vest8«     A 
gift  to  A.i  and  to  such  persons  as  he  shall  appoint,  is  ab- 
solute property  in  A*  without  an  appointment;  but  if  it  is 
to  him  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  such  person  aa  be 
shall  appoint  by  will,  he  must  make  an  appointment  in  or- 
der to  entitle  that  person  to  any  thing.    If  that  distinction 
exists,  it  is  impossible  that  the  power  can  be  executed  by 
the  very  words  by  which  property  is  given."    Now,  Sir 
W.  Grant  there  perfectly  recognises  the  doctrine  contend- 
ed for  on  the  present  occasion,  that,  by  the  description  of 
all  her  personal  property,  it  will  not  pass;  because,  ac- 
cording to  the  rule  of  law,  there  is  a  distinction  between 
that  and  the  personal  property  to  be  so  dealt  with ;  and  in 
this  case  there  is  superadded  to  the  facts  which  existed 
in  the  case  of  Bradley  v.  fFcstcotty  the  material  circum- 
stance, that  the  life-estate  of  the  husband  prevented  the 
wife  from  having  any,  the  remotest,  interest  in  possession 
in  the  fund  in  question.    No  instance  can  be  found  in  which 
a  Court  of  equity,  in  the  administration  of  the  personal  es- 
tate of  a  testator  or  intestate,  has  considered  property  sub- 
ject to  such  an  appointment  as  this  as  a  subject-matter  of 
distribution  as  assets.     The  doctrine  alluded  to  in  Brad-' 
ley  V.  Westcoti  is  also  to  be  found  in  the  case  of  Lovell  v. 
Knight  (a).     [Bayley,  B. — The  ultimate  limitation  here  is 
to  Mrs.  Ckolmondeley^s  next  of  kin.    If  she  made  no  dis- 
position of  itj  the  next  of  kin  of  course  would  pay  no  le- 
gacy  duty.     Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — They  would  take 
under  the  settlement]     Yes.    Supposing  no  appointment 
had  been  made  at  all,  and  this  had  been  a  case  in  which 
the  gift  had  been  to  such  purposes  as  Mrs.  Cholmondeley 
should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment  to  her  next 

(a)  3  Simons,  276. . 
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of  kin ;  on  the  authority  of  the  cases,  Mrs.  Cholmondeleys       Revenue, 
next  of  kin  would  have  been  trustees,  in  the  view  of  a  ^  '   ^ 

Court  of  equity,  for  the  payment  of  all  the  creditors,  if  it  i"  **»«  Matter  of 

,  -1.1  Cholmonde* 

had  been  necessary;  but  in  this  case  it  is  submitted,  on  let. 
the  authority  of  Bradley  v.  Westcoii,  if  Mrs.  Cholmonde* 
ley  had  made  no  appointment,  these  parties  would  have 
taken,  under  the  settlement,  exactly  the  same  as  if  it  had 
been  to  'the  next  of  kin;  to  ^.,  B.^  C,  and  i).,  by  name. 
And  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  if,  instead  of  an  ultimate  re*^ 
mainder  in  default  of  appointment,  it  had  been  to  certain 
persons  designated  by  name,  it  would  have  been  impossible 
to  have  argued  that  those  persons  took  through  a  testa- 
mentary disposition,  as  the  relatives  of  Mrs.  Cholmonde" 
ley;  but  they  would  take  by  the  form  of  the  deed  by 
which  the  property  was  put  in  trust. 

In  the  present  case  the  Crown  has  abandoned  all  claim 
to  the  proia/^  duty  with  respect  to  this  property;  that  is, 
as  it  is  apprehended,  because  probate  duty  is  payable  only 
on  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased ;  and  it  is  therefore 
an  admission,  that  it  is  not  strictly,  and  in  point  of  law,  the 
personal  estate  of  the  person  making  the  appointment.  If 
that  be  so,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  counsel  on  the  other  side 
to  shew  some  distinction  which  makes  the  duty  chargeable 
on  a  legacy i  when  the  property  is  not  chargeable  qui  per- 
sonal estate  with  probate  duty.  They  cannot  prevail  here, 
unless  they  can  shew  some  specific  words  in  this  act  of  Par- 
liament, by  which  it  shall  appear  that  the  legislature  has 
created  some  specific  charge.  But  if  it  be  a  legacy  in  the 
ordinary  Wms,  if  it  be  a  legacy  of  her  personal  estate,  it  is 
of  necessitv  such  nersonal  estate,  as.  tinder  the  nrevimis 
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ii[»M«*»      Court  under  any  of  the  acts  in  question.     They  appear 

V  ,   ^  *  /    here^  on  the  present  occasion^  by  arrangement;  but  it  is 

In  the  Matter  of  material  to  observe,  that  the  Crown  has  no  power  to  com- 

Cbolmondb* 

LBY.  pel  them  to  do  so.  There  is  no  provision,  in  any  of  the 
acts  authorizing  the  Crown  to  proceed  against  the  trus- 
tees of  a  marriage  settlement,  either  by  rule  to  account, 
by  information,  or  in  any  other  way.  Even  if  this  were 
in  other  respects  a  legacy  liable  to  duty,  within  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  legacy  duty  acts,  how  could  the  Crown 
enforce  the  duty.  The  Legislature  having  provided  no 
means  of  recovering  the  duty,  is  a  strong  argument  to 
shew  that  they  did  not  intend  to  impose  the  duty  in  such 
a  case. 

The  authority,  under  which  it  is  supposed  that  the 
Crown  have  the  power  of  calling  upon  the  trustees,  is  the 
4&  Geo. 3,  C.99,  s.2,  which  is  as  follows:  ''  That  in  every 
case  in  which  any  executor  or  administrator  shall  not  have 
paid  the  duties  granted  and  payable  upon  or  in  respect 
of  any  legacies,  or  any  personal  estate,  or  any  share  or 
shares  of  any  personal  estate  of  any  persons  dying  intes- 
tate, by  and  in  pursuance  of '  the  act  of  Parliament,'  then 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer, 
upon  application  to  be  made  for  that  purpose  on  behalf 
of  the  commissioners  appointed  for  managing  the  duties 
on  stamped  vellum,  parchment,  or  paper,  on  such  affidavit 
or  affidavits  as  to  the  said  Court  shall  appear  to  be  suffi- 
cient, to  grant  a  rule,  requiring  such  executor  or  adminis' 

A J .. 1 u..  1.-.    -U-. a1 -1 1.1 4.  .1.1:^^. 
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t^hat  there  is  no  power  to  compel  such  trustees  as  these  to       ^^f!^^' 
come  in  to  account.  v.......^^.— ^ 

By  the  36  Geo.  3,  c,62,  s.  5,  "  in  order  that  all  persons  'J^ITlIJSIw^^ 
may  be  enabled  to  take  receipts  and  discharges,  on  the  pay*  ley. 
mast  or  satisfaction  of  any  legacy,  or  residue  of  any  per- 
sonal estate,  or  any  part  thereof/'  the  commissioners  of 
stamp  duties  are  directed  from  time  to  time  to  provide 
sufficient  quantities  of  paper  adapted  for  such  receipts  or 
discharges,  and  to  cause  to  be  printed  thereon  the  form 
of  words  in  the  Schedule  annexed.  Now  the  schedule 
gives  the  following  form: — 

**  Form  to  be  used  by  the  commissioners  of  the  stamp 
duties  in  providing  blank  forms  for  receipts  and  discharges 
given  under  this  act. — Stamp  Office. — On  account  of  the 

personal  estate  of deceased.     Received  the day 

of the  above  balance  in  [full  or  part,  as  the  case  may 

be]  of  my  [legacy,  or  share,  as  the  case  maybe]  out  of  the 
personal  estate  above  mentioned.'*  So  that,  according  to 
the  form  of  the  receipt,  it  is  a  receipt  for  a  legacy  receiv- 
ed out  of  tlie  personal  estate  of  the  party  dying. 

Then  the  sixth  section  of  that  act  is  in  these  terms — 
"  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  duties  hereby  im- 
posed shall,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  is  not  hereby  otherwise 
provided,  be  accounted  for,  answered,  and  paid,  by  the 
person  or  persons  having  or  taking  the  burthen  of  the  exe^ 
cuHon  of  the  will,  or  other  testatnentary  instrument,  or  the 
administration  of  the  personal  estate  of  any  person  de- 
ceased^nvon  retainer  for  his*  her.  or  their  own  benefit,  or  for 
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Beveiuie,  of  any  personal  estate,  or  any  part  of  such  residue,  (o 
^  '  ^  which  any  other  person  or  persons  shall  be  entitled."  So 
In  the  Matter  of  that  the  persons  to  pay  the  legacy  duty  are  those  persons 
-LEY.  taking  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the  administration 
of  the  will,  and  having  power  out  of  that  either  to  retain  or 
pay  the  duty.  What  persons,  then,  are  there  before  the 
Court  within  the  description  in  the  sixth  section?  They 
are  to  be  the  persons  who  have  taken  upon  themselves 
the  burthen  of  the  will.  In  the  present  case,  the  executors 
of  the  husband  had  no  power  to  retain  or  pay.  There- 
fore, they  cannot  be  the  persons  who  are  mentioned  in 
this  act;  for  they  cannot  retain  or  pay  it;  and  it  is  out  of 
that  payment  or  retainer  that  the  legacy  duty  is  payable. 
Then,  with  regard  to  the  trustees  under  the  settlement, 
acting  under  its  directions,  it  is  clear  that  they  cannot  be 
brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.  If  the  Attorney* 
General  files  an  information  against  them,  they  have  a 
right  to  come  into  this  Court,  and  ask  by  what  authority 
they  are  so  brought  here,  the  act  designating  the  persons 
against  whom  the  Cro\^n  is  to  have  its  remedy,  and  the  trus* 
tees  under  this  settlement  not  falling  within  that  provision. 

The  45  Geo.  3  was  the  first  act  of  Parliament  which  im* 
posed  a  legacy  duty  on  legacies  charged  on  real  estate. 
Then  it  became  necessary  for  the  legislature  to  make  a 
new  provision  as  to  persons  agaipst  whom  the  duty  could 
be  recovered.  Therefore,  they  make  a  new  provision, 
making  the  trustees  of  real  estate,  who  have  power  over 
the  money,  liable  for  the  duty.    It  was  recently  decided  in 
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By  the  schedule  to  that  act  it  is  clear,  that  the  case  now  ^^Jf*' 
before  the  Court  does  not  come  within  it.  It  is—"  For  n*— ^^ — ^ 
every  legacy,  specific  or  pecuniary,  or  of  any  other  descrip-  ^V^^^^^^^ 
tion,  of  the  amount  or  value  of  20/.  or  upwards,  given  by  ley, 
any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person  who 
shall  have  died  after  the  5th  of  Aprils  1805,  either  out  of 
his  or  her  personal  or  moveable  estate,  or  put  of  or  charged 
upon  his  or  her  real  or  heritable  estate,  or  out  of  any  mo- 
nies to  arise  by  the  sale,  mortgage,  or  other  disposition  of 
his  or  her  real  or  heritable  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
which  shaU  be  paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or  dis- 
charged after  the  S 1  s t  jlugust,  1815."  It  is  quite  clear,  that 
the  disposition  in  question  does  not  fall  within  this  schedule ; 
for  it  is  not  a  disposition  out  of  Mrs.  Cholmondeley*s  personal 
or  moveable  estate,  nor  is  it  chargeable  on  her  real  estate. 
Supposing,  then,  that  the  Crown  could  have  recovered  this 
duty  under  the  former  acts,  still  it  is  submitted  that  the 
duty  is  not  payable  under  the  55  Geo.  3.  [Lord  Lf/ndkurst, 
C.  B. — The  duties  imposed  by  the  45. Geo.  3,  are  re- 
pealed; and  the  words  which  might  have  imposed  a  duty 
in  a  case  like  the  present  are  omitted  in  the  55  Geo,3J] 
The  duties  are  repealed,  and  there  is  a  new  schedule,  and 
the  former  words  applicable  to  the  present  case  are  omit- 
ted. [Lord  Lyndkurat^  C.  B. — 'May  they  not  have  beeii 
omitted  from  the  supposition  that  they  are  unnecessary;  that 
the  other  words  whicli  temamed  were  sufficiently  strong  to 
import  the  same  thing?]  It  is  clear  that  this  cate  does  not 
come  within  the  words  of  the  65  Geo.  3.  That  act  can- 
not apply  to  an  instrument  of  thid  nature,  whidi  is  merely 
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^M?*'       l*ture  having  provided  no  mode  of  enforcing  such  duty, 
V     s^  *  "^     and  the  schedule  of  the  55  Geo,  S,  containing  no  descrip- 
in  the  Matter  of  tion  apph'cable  to  this  case. 

LET. 

The  Solicitor-General,  Amos,  and  Sir  Oeorge  Grey,  for 
the  Crown. — The  question  is,  whether  the  sums  given  by 
this  testamentary  instrument,  executed  by  the  late  Mrs. 
Cholmondeley,  are  legacies  within  the  meaning  of  this  act 
of  Parliament.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  Crown  can  have  no 
claim,  unless  it  appear  that  this  is  a  testamentary  instru- 
ment of  the  nature  which  the  statute  requires;  and  the 
next  question  will  be,  supposing  this  is  a  testamentary  in- 
strument, whether  it  is  to  be  considered  to  be  a  will  giving 
a  part  of  the  property;  or  whether  it  is  to  be  considered 
to  be  an  execution  of  a  power  of  appointment,  which  the 
statutes  allude  to;  which,  if  it  is,  it  is  just  as  good  for  this 
purpose  as  if  it  were  a  testamentary  instrument  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  word. 

A  distinction  has  been  taken  between  that  which  is  the 
property  of  the  testator,  and  that  which  is  not.  But  the 
statute  36  Geo*  3,  clearly  imposes  a  duty  upon  property, 
which,  taken  per  se,  is  not  the  personal  estate  of  the  testa- 
tor; and  under  an  instrument,  which,  taken  perse,  is  not 
by  general  law  merely  the  will  of  the  testator.  This  act  is 
quitq  in  force  with  respect  to  the  body  of  the  act,  though 
varied  in  respect  of  the  schedule  of  duties.  And  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  those  words,  so  much  relied  on,  to  be  found  in 
the  schedule  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  ought  not  to  have  such  a  li- 
mited interpretation  as  to  exempt  the  sums  given  by  this 
testamentary  instrument  from  duty.     The  36  Geo.  3,  c.  53, 
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of  the  personal  estate  of  every  person  who  shall  so  die,  ^^«3o** 
whether  testate  or  intestate,  and  leave  personal  estate  of  ^  Z  '^ 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  lOOt  or  upwards,  which  shall  re-  '^JJ'o^^on^^^^^ 
main  after  deducting  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  other  ^p-r* 
charges,  and  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  (if  any),  whe* 
ther  the  title  to  such  residue,  &c."  The  words  which  fol- 
low are  not  material,  but  the  legacy  is  described  as  being 
paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  person  dying;  and, 
at  the  end  of  that  section,  there  are  exemptions  in  favour  of 
legacies  in  certain  cases,  by  the  husband  to  the  wife,  or  the 
wife  to  the  husband,  or  any  of  the  Royal  Family.  The 
enacting  clause  of  this  act  imposes  the  duty  in  precisely 
the  same  terms  as  the  schedule  of  the  55  Geo.  3.  Now  the 
seventh  section  of  the  36  Qeo.  3,  c.  52,  explains  more  fully 
upon  what  legacies  the  duty  is  intended  to  be  imposed, 
and  is  a  legislative  exposition  of  the  meaning  of  the  words 
*  legacies  out  of  the  personal  estate,'  which  had  been  used 
in  the  second  section.  The  seventh  section  explains  that 
tlie  legacies  intended  to  be  made  subject  to  the  duty,  are 
not  only  those  which  are  payable  out  of  the  personal  es- 
tate, strictly  so  called,  of  the  person  dying,  but  those  which 
are  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  which  the  party 
had  the  power  to  dispose.  In  all  the  schedules  which  have 
been  introduced  into  the  various  acts,  the  legacy  is  stated 
as  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  party  so  dying, 
and  must  be  understood  in  all  of  them  in  the  sense  in 
which  it  is  explained  in  the  seventh  section  of  the  36  Oeo, 
3.  In  this  sense  it  must  be  understood  in  the  sch^dnlA  t\^ 
the  55  Qeo.^.  {Bayley,  B.— THp  ^^  ^ 
posed  a  duty  in  thi« 
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Revenae,      personal  estate,  over  which  the  party  bad  a  power  of  A\^ 
"'  >     position.    The  seventh  section  does  not  make  a  new  enact- 
in  the  Matter  of  ment,  but  only  defines  what  is  meant  by  the  ^ords  '  not 
LET.  only  the  personal  estate  of  the  party,  but  that  over  wiiich 

he  had  a  power  of  disposition.'  The  seventh  section  de* 
fines  what  is  meant  by  the  terms  in  the  second  section. 
The  clause  at  the  end  of  the  second  section,  exempting  a 
legacy  from  a  wife  to  her  husband  from  the  duties,  appears 
'to  confirm  the  view  taken  of  the  36  Geo.  3.  A  wife  could 
leave  the  legacy  only  by  means  of  a  power;  and  it  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  legacy  left  by  a  wife  to  her  husband 
would  have  been  liable  to  duty  but  for  that  clause ;  and 
that  the  act,  therefore,  included  legacies  left  by  virtue  of 
a  power,  that  it  included  legacies  left  by  married  women 
under  a  power.  In  the  schedule  to  the  55  Qeo.  3,  we  find 
precisely  the  same  exemption. — '^  Legacies  and  residues, 
or  shares  of  residue,  of  any  such  estate  or  effects  aa  afore-^ 
said,  given  or  devolving  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  hus^ 
band  or  wife  of  the  deceased,  or  to  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Royal  Family."  [Bayley,  B. — That  may  mean  a  le- 
gacy devolving  to  the  wife  from  the  husband,  or  to  the 
husband  from  the  wife.}  It  seems,  from  the  words  of  the 
former  act  being  the  same  as  in  the  55  Geo.  3,  that  they 
include  the  disposition  by  a  wife  to  her  husband,  and, 
therefore,  a  legacy  left  like  that  of  Mrs.  Cholmondeley.  If 
that  construction  is  right,  the  seventh  section  must  be 
taken  as  explanatory;  and  the  argument  founded  on  this 
not  being  strictly  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  falls  to 
the  ground,  for  it  is  personal  estate  of  which  Mrs.  CAo/* 
mondeley  had  the  disposition. 

But  the  words  in  the  55  Geo.  S,  **  his  or  her  person- 
al estate,*'  are  ample  enough  to  include  this  S0,000/. 
which  was  settled  by  Sir  Philip  Francis,  the  father  of  Mrs. 
Cholmondeley.  The  object  was  to  provide  for  her  for 
her  life;  to  '  ide  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  if  there 
should  be  ar  id,  subject  to  that  object,  the  parties  are 
to  let  this  20  be  considered  absolutely  the  property 
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of  Mrs.  Cholmondeley*    As,  by  law,  a  married  woman  can       Revenw, 
have  no  personal  property,  nothing  can  be  more  common,  '— > 

than  when  the  property  comes  from  the  wife  (which  it  ap-  *"  the  Matter  of 

^     ^      ^  ^        ^  "^       Cholmonde- 

pears  in  this  case  to  have  done)j  to  give  to  the  wife  a         ley. 
power  in  a  circuitous  way  to  dispose  of  it,  making  it  her 
personal  estate  after  her  death  without  issue.     It  is  sub* 
ject  to  any  testamentary  disposition  she  might  make  of  it*. 
The  person  entitled  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Cholmonde-* 
letff  if  bis  legacy  were  not  paid,  might  file  his  bill,  not 
against  the  trustees,  but  against  the  executor  or  adminis* 
trator  of  Mr.  Cholmondeley^  as  he  died  without  proving  her 
will.  This  is  the  true  answer  to  the  objection  urged  on  the 
other  side,  that  these  trustees  could  not  be  compelled  to 
come  before  the  Court.     It  may  be  triie,  that  the  Crown 
has  no  remedy  against  them,  and  that  the  only  remedy  is 
against  the  executors  in  case  the  legacy  duty  be  not  paid. 
The  trustees  are  not  bound  to  pay  the  legacy  duty;  all  they 
have  to  do  is  to  pay  over  the  money  to  the  executors.    [Lord 
Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — How  are  the  executors  to  get  the  money 
from  the  trustees  ?]    By  a  bill  in  Chancery^  praying  that  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement  may  be  executed.    The  trustees  are 
bound  to  pay  the  property  to  the  parties  legally  entitled  to 
it  at  their  hands,  that  is,  to  the  persons  taking  probate  of  the 
win,  or  taking  out  administration,  owing  to  the  executor 
having*  died  without  so  doing.     Sir  E.  Sugden,  in  his  Trea^ 
Use  on  Powers,  p.  S37,  states  in  substance,  that  a  will  exe- 
cuted by  a  married  woman  under  a  power  of  this  kind,  is 
altogether  analogous   to  a  will,  executed   without  such 
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^^g^'  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by- 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.— This  question  arises  out  of  the 
act  imposing  duties  on  legacies ;   the  facts  of  the  case  were 
I'BY.  these :  Upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Cholmondeley^  the  sum 

of  20»000/.  was  vested  in  trustees,  upon  trust,as  far  as  related 
to  the  income  arising  out  of  tbat  money,  to  her  father  for  hfe, 
and  to  her  husband  for  iife^  and  in  the  event  of  her  surviv- 
ing, to  her  for  life,  and  in  the  event  of  her  having  no  chil- 
dren, with  a  power  to  her  to  appoint  that  sum  of  money ;  the 
result  was,  she  had  no  children,  and  she  made  a  testamen- 
tary appointment  conformably  to  the  authority  thus  given. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  money  taken  under  that 
testamentary  appointment  is  subject  to  the  legacy  duty 
imposed  by  the  55  Geo,  3,  c.  184.  In  the  schedule  to  that 
act  the  duty  is  imposed  upon  every  legacy  payable  out  of 
the  personal  estate  of  the  testator.  It  was  contended 
at  the  bar,  that  this  was  not  a  legacy  payable  out  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator;  and  that  it  did  not 
come,  therefore,  within  the  words  or  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act,  and  that  the  duty,  therefore,  was  not 
payable.  In  order  to  come  to  a  right  conclusion  upon 
this  subject,  it  is  necessary  to  advert  to  the  previous  acts 
imposing  duties  upon  legacies;  the  three  first,  the  20  Geo. 
S,  c.  28,  the  23  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  and  the  29  Geo.  8,  c.  51,  im- 
pose the  duties  upon  a  receipt  or  acquittance  given  upon 
the  payment  of  legacies  left  by  any  will,  in  general  terms, 
leaving  the  Court  to  define  what  was  meant  as  a  legacy 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  next 
act,  namely,  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  in  the  clause  imposing 
the  duty,  enacts^  that  the  duty  shall  be  payable  upon  all 
legacies  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator; 

hilt  in  thp  RAVPfith  'r"^' ":'  — .      "    ** So  «  AAm\,^^».*i. 
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tor  has  the  power  of  disposing  of,  shaU  be  deemed  and       JUvenur, 
considered  a  legacy  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Par-     ^         '   - 
liament.     The  legislature,  therefore,  in  the  act  itself,  in-  in  tbe  Matter  of 

.  £holmokdg- 

terpreted  and  defined  what  is  meant  by  a  legacy  pay-  ley. 
able  out  of  the  personal  estate.  The  next  act  is  the 
44*  Geo.  3,  c.  98 ;  in  that  act  there  is  no  section  or  pro- 
vision corresponding  with  the  provision  to  which  I  have 
adverted  in  the  36  Geo.  3,  describing  what  the  legisla- 
ture meant  by  the  term  **  legacy"  within  the  meaning  of 
that  act  However,  if  the  question  had  arisen  upon  the 
44  Oeo.  3, 1  should  have  been  of  opinion,  that  as  the  le« 
gislature  had  in  the  previous  act  defined  what  is  meant 
by  the  term  legacy,  it  would  be  considered  that  the  le- 
gislature used  the  term  (the  act  being  passed  in  pari  ma-' 
terid)  in  the  same  sense,  and  to  the  same  extent  in  which 
it  had  used  it  in  the  previous  act ;  and  it  appears  to  me 
obvious  that  this  must  have  been  the  meaning  of  the  le- 
gislature, because  the  object  of  the  act  of  the  44  Geo,  3, 
was  to  consolidate  the  regulations  and  provisions  of  the  pre- 
vious act,  and  to  consolidate  the  duties.  There  is  no  in- 
timation  whatever  in  the  44  Geo,  3,  that  there  was  any 
intention  to  reduce  the  duties;  that  leads,  therefore,  I 
think,  fairly  to  the  conclusion  that  the  legislature  would 
not  have  intended,  under  the  term  **  legacy,*'  to  give  a 
more  limited  meaning  to  that  term,  than  it  had  in  the  36 
Geo.  3. 

We  are  led  to  the  same  conclusion  by  the  consideration 
of  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  which  was  passed  in  the  following 
year.  By  the  45  Geo.  3,  the  duty  is  made  payable  upon 
legacies  out  of  any  real  or  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 
In  the  45  Geo*  3,  there  is  a  clause  similar  to  the  seventh 
sect,  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  defining;  what  the  le^^islature  meant 
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^^[»«w,       of  that  act.     So  ttat,  under  the  36  Geo.  3,  and  under  the 
V      V  ^     ^5  Geo,  3,  the  legislature  has  distinctly  defined  what  is 
In  Che  Matter  of  meant  bv  the  term  "legacy,"  and  it  seems  impossible  to 
LEY.         come  to  a  conclusion,  that,  m  the  intermediate  act  of  the 
44  Geo.  3,  it  intended  to  give  a  different  interpretation  to 
the  term,  or  that  it  should  have  less  effect  than  in  the  pre- 
vious and  subsequent  acts.     I  should  think,  therefore,  it 
is  perfectly  clear,  under  the  44  Geo.  3,  that  the  term  '*  le- 
gacy,'* meaning  any  legacy  payable  out  of  the  personal  es- 
tate of  the  party  deceased,  would  not  only  extend  to  a  legacy 
properly  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate,  but  a  legacy 
payable  out  of  any  property  which  the  party  had   the 
power  of  disposing  of  by  will.     If  that  be  so,  the  language 
of  the  48  Oeo.  3,  is  the  same  in  substance  as  that  of  the 
44  Geo.  3;  and  the  language  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  is  the  same 
as  that  of  the  48  Geo.  3. 

Taking  all  the  acts  together,  therefore,  applicable  to 
the  same  subject,  and  pftssed  in  pari  materid,  and  the  le- 
gislature in  the  36  Geo.  3,  and  the  45  Geo.  3,  having  de- 
scribed and  defined  what  they  meant  by  a  legacy,  and 
having  given  no  such  description  as  to  the  intermediate  act 
of  44  Geo.  3,  but  it  being  obvious  what  their  meaning  was 
with  respect  to  the  act,  it  seems  impossible  to  come  to  a 
conclusion  that  they  meant  to  use  that  term  in  a  more  li- 
mited sense  in  the  48  Geo.  3,  and  the  55  Geo.  3.    If  that 
be  the  true  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  it  will  fol* 
low,  that,  under  the  55  Geo.  3,  the  duty  would  be  payable, 
not  only  upon  a  legacy  payable  ou(  of  the  personal  estate, 
strictly  considered,  of  the  testator,  but  out  of  any  personal 
estate  which  the  testator  had  the  power  of  disposing  of,  as 
he  or  she  may  think  proper.     That  would  apply  to  the 
present  case.     We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  consi- 
dering all  the  acts  together,  the  duty  is  payable  in  respect 
of  this  pr( —    y,  which  was  taken  by  the  appointees  under 
the  will  oi         .  C/wlmondeley, 

Rule  absolute. 
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Exeh,  of  PUa$^ 
1832. 

Ward  and  Others  r.  Swift  and  Others.  ' v — ^ 

JL  HIS  was  an  issue  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  after  By  indentures 
the  trial  whereof,  the  following  case  was  stated  for  the  reaecnertam'*^' 

opinion  of  this  Court.  premises  were 

*  ^  conveyed  to  A. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  respec-  and  his  wife, 
lively  the  9th  and  10th  days  of  November ^  1795,  made  to8uchi»w«^' 
between  Samuel  Bladen  and  Martha,  his  wife,  of  the  first  .^'/''.S^  *!f' 

'  '  last  will  and  tes- 

part;   Thomas  Randall  Swift  and  Mary,  his  wife,  of  the  tamentin  writ- 
second  part;  and  Thomas  Finch,  of  the  third  part:  recit*  strumentin 
ing  an  agreement  for  the  sale  by  the  said  Samuel  Bladen,  ^^^ol  or* 
to  the  said  Thomas  Randall  Swift,  of  all  that  site  of  the  purportiiitobe, 

"  her  will,  or  by 

manor-house,  &C.  &C.  any  codidl  to 

It  was  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  txeZtedand  ^ 
1,400/.  paid  by  the  said  Mary  Swift,  with  her  own  sepa-  ^^^'^^ 
rate  money,  with  the  privity,  consent,  and  concurrence  of  ««aA  <»  *^  pre- 
the  said  Thomas  Randall  Swift,  testified  by  his  being  a  par-  tetted  by  three 
ty  thereto,  and  5*.  by  the  said  T/tomas  Finch,  paid  to  the  Zit^e^^l^ 
said  Samuel  Bladen,  he  the  said  Samuel  Bladen  conveyed  withstanding 

.  ,         her  coverture, 

the  said  premises  to  the  said  Thomas  Finch,  and  his  heirs,  &c.,  should  di- 
To  the  use  of  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  es-  appoin"&c?^ 
tate  or  interest,  estates  or  interests,  upon  such  trusts,  and  ^'^^'  ^J*^' 
to  such  uses,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  H^ered,  as  and 

,  .      ^  ,  ,  .  i«        ^-  1-     -^  X-  for  her  last  will 

subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  directions,  limitations,  and  testament, 
contingencies,  charges,  conditions,  and  restrictions,  and  ^hlch'condud- 
in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Mary  Swift,  at  any  ^  *"^ ''"  **" 

^         •'   '  ^    tested  as  fol- 

time  or  times  thereafter  during  the  term  of  her  natural  lows:— "inwU- 

i'*»       i_  ij'x  A.  •*•  ji*A  ness  whereof  I 

ufe,  by  any  deed,  mstrument,  or  writing,  deeds,  mstru-  have  set  my 
ments,  or  writings,  either  with  or  without  power  of  revo-  hereto*°h'^h 
cation  and  new  appointment,  to  be  by  her  duly  executed  d&yo( August, 
under  her  hand  and  seal,  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  at-  the  presence  of 
tested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  ^^^^^J^^^^' 
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£xch.  of  FUatt  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  instrument  in  writing,  in 
^  the  nature  of  or  purporting  to  be  her  will,  or  by  any  codicil 
Ward  to  be  by  her  duly  executed  and  published  under  her  hand 
Swift.  and  seal,  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  three  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  notwithstanding  her  coverture 
with  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband,  and  whe- 
ther married  or  sole,  should  direct,  limit,  or  appoint,  give 
or  devise  the  said  site  of  the  said  manor,  and  the  said  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  closes,  grounds,  hereditaments, 
and  premises  thereby  granted  and  released,  or  expressed  or 
intended  so  to  be,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  or  parcel 
thereof;  and  for  want  or  in  default  thereof  as  to  the  whole 
of  the  said  premises,  such  of  them,  or  such  part  or  parts, 
or  so  much  thereof  of  which  no  such  direction  or  appoint- 
ment, devise,  or  disposition,  should  J>e  made;  and  if  any 
such  should  be  made,  and  it  should  be  in  any  respect  de- 
fective or  incomplete,  as  and  when  the  estate,  right,  or 
interest  thereby  limited,  appointed,  devised,  or  disposed 
of,  should  be  made  and  take  effect,  To  the  use  of  the  said 
Thomas  Finch  and  his  heirs  fur  and  during  the  term  of 
the  natural  life  of  the  said  Mary  Swift,  upon  trust  for 
her,  and  to  authorize,  and  empower,  and  permit  and 
suffer  her,  from  time  to  time  during  her  life,  to  receive 
and  take  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises,  and 
that  her  receipt  or  receipts,  notwithstanding  her  co- 
verture,  should  be  effectual  discharges  for  the  same;  and 
after  the  death  of  the  said  Mary  Swift,  and  in  default  of 
such  appointment  or  devise  made  by  her  in  pursuance  of 
such  power,  To  the  use  of  Thomas  Randall  Swift,  bis 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Proviso,  that  the  monies 
arising  from  any  sale,  mortgage,  &c.,  should  be  paid  to 
the  said  Mary  Swift,  or  such  person  or  persons  as  she 
should  direct  or  appoint,  and  the  same  disposed  of  as  she 
should  think  fit,  direct,  or  appoint,  or  otherwise  the  same 
should  be  in—"  1  in  mortgage,  government,  or  other  se- 
curity or  seci  I  in  the  name  of  the  said  Thomas  Finch, 


Henry  Francis. 
V  John  Oarnham. 
Ruth  Francis. 


veredthisSih  dayofAugusit 
1801,  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  the  said  testa^ 
trix^  Mary  Swift,  who,  in 
her  presence,  and  in  the  pre* 
sence  of  each  other,  have  put 
our  names  as  witnesses  there* 

of. 


The  issue  was  tried  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  the  coun- 
ty of  Kent,  18S3,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  when  the  jury  found  that  the 
said  testatrix,  Mary  Swift,  was,  on  the  1st  day  oi  August, 
1801,  of  sound  mind;  and  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and 
delivered  the  said  instrument,  as  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, in  the  presence  of  the  three  witnesses  attesting  the 
execution  thereof. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether 
the  will  of  Mary  Swift,  dated  5th  day  of  August,  180], 
was  a  due  execution  of  the  power  which  she  had  under 
the  deed  of  the  lOtb  day  o{  November,  1795. 
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upon  trust  to  permit  the  said  Mary  Swift  to  receive  the  Bxek.^Pka$, 
profits.  ^  '  -* 

The  said  Mary  Swift,  on  the  5th  August,  1801,  sign-        ^*^^^ 
ed,  sealed^  and  delivered,  as  and  for  her  last  will  and  tes-        swift. 
tament,  an  instrument  which  concluded  and  was  attested 
as  follows:  — 

In  witness  whereof  I  have  set  my  hand  and  seal  hereto, 

this  5th  day  ot  August,  A«D.  1801,  in  the  presence  of  the 

underwritten, 

Mary  Sw^ft  (L.  S.) 

f,  sealed,  and  deli-' 
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^«*-^^''«»  That  word  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     It 

Nw^^^.^     is  truci  that  the  words  of  the  power  in  this  case  are  **  to  be 

Ward        published,  &c./'  and  therefore,  we  must  inquire  what  that 

Swift.       word  means;  but  the  word  itself  need  not  be  used  in  the 

attestatioOi      In  Moody  v.  Reid(a),   Lord   Chief  Justice 

Gibbs  says — '*  I  called  on  the  bar  to  say,  what  publication 

was.     I  do  not  wonder  ttiat  I  had  no  answer;  for,  though 

the  parties  use.  the  term  '  publication,'  it*  is  a  term  in  this 

sense  unknown  to  the  law;**  and  afterwards  the  same  leariied 

Judge  said — ''  I  can  only  suppose  it  to  be  that  by  which  a 

person  designates  that  he  means  to  give  efiect  to  a  paper 

as  his  will."    By  the  signing,  sealing,  and  delivery^  hepe» 

the  testatrix  clearly  designated  that  she  meant  to  give 

effect  to  this  instrument. 

But,  it  will  also  be  said,  that  it  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  attestation,  by  whom  the  will  was  published. 
The  words  ''  as  witnesses  thereof,''  clearly  imply  this — 
as  witnesses  of  what  goes  before.  What  is  that?  Why,  the 
signing,  sealing,  and  delivery,  as  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Mary  Swift,  who,  in  her  presence,  and  in  the  presence 
of  one  another,  have  put  our  names,  &c. 

In  Stanhope  v.  Keir  (A),  the  publication  was  required  by 
the  instrument  creating  the  power  to  be  attested ;  and  the 
witnesses  merely  subscribed  their  names  after  the  words, 
*'  in  the  presence  of,"  which  clearly  was  not  a  sufficient 
attestation.  [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Will  it  be  con* 
tended,  that  delivery,  as  a  last  will  and  testament,  is  not  a 
publication?  In  Stanhope  v.  Keir,  the  signing  and  pub- 
lication were  required  to  be  attested,  and  there  was  no  at- 
testation thereof.] 

Piatt,  contrh. — The  attestation  was  insufficient  to  support 
the  alleged  execution  of  this  power.  The  object  of  the  party 
who  created  this  power  was,  to  prevent  the  person  having 

ifl)  7  Taunt.  355.  (6)  2  Sim.  &  St.  37- 
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the  power  from  the  raah  execution  of  an  instrument,  which   sxch,  of  PieM^ 
was  to  pass  the  property  from  the  heir-at-law.  Even  where     ^    *^'  ^ 
the  ceremony  is  merely  immateriali  it  must,  however,  be         ward 
strictly  complied  with  in  executing  a  power  of  appoint-        ^^^^^ 
meat,  Hawkins  v.  Kemp  (a).     [Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B. — 
There  is  no  doubt  that  all  things  required  by  the  creator 
of  the  power  must  be  complied  with,  though  not  essential 
to  such  an  instrument.]    Then,  here  the  instrument  creat- 
ing the  power^  as  far  as  relates  to  an  execution  by  will,  re- 
quires that  the  will  should  be  *'  by  her  duly  executed  and 
published  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  &c."    Now,, 
there  is  no  attestation  of  the  publication  by  her.    It  might, 
consistently  with  this  attestation,  have  been  published  by 
any  one  else  in  her  name.   The  saying,  that  it  is  delivered 
as  her  wiU,  &c.,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  it  is  done 
by  her. 

It  does  not  appear  even  to  be  signed  by  the  testatrix ; 
for  the  attestation  does  not  state  by  whom  it  is  executed. 
It  might,  consistently  with  this  attestation,  have  beeii 
signed  by  a  third  person  in  another  room,  and  afterwards 
brought  into  the  room,  and  acknowledged  by  her  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  witnesses,  who  nught  attest  it  in  her  presence. 
It  need  not  now  be  argued  that  such  a  defect  cannot  be 
supplied  by  parol  (A). 

If  the  publication  does  not  appear  on  the  attestation,  it 
is  clearly  bad.  Stress  has  been  laid  on  the  word  **  there- 
of,'* but  that  word  does  not  assist  the  plaintiff,  because 
there  is  no  person  mentioned  before  as  having  signed  or 
executed. 

But,  secondly p  there  is  no  attestation  of  any  publication 
in  this  case.  Publication  is  something  different  from  de- 
livery. [Bayley^  B. — Supposing  that  publication  does 
mean  something  more  than  a  mere  delivery,  you  do  not 

(a)  3  East,  443,  Lord  EUenho^  too,  402,  referred  to  by  BayUy,  B., 
rough^s  judgment.  on  this  point,  in  the  coiu^e  of  the 

(6)  Sec  Doe  ▼.  Fearce,  6  Tann-      argument. 
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SMk.  tf  Pkoi^  take  the  whole  of  the  expression,  it  is  ''  as  her  last  will  and 

testament.*'    But,  on  the  other  point,  suppose  that  she  had 
signed  and  sealed   the  instrument  in  her  own  bed-room, 
and  afterwards  acknowledged  it  in  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
nesses, would  that  have  done?]     It  would  not  be  a  suffi* 
cient  attestation  of  execution  and  publication  under  this 
instrument,  though  it  might  have  been  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  does  not  re* 
quire  the  publication  to  be  attested.    In  the  case  of  a 
power,  the  act  of  signing  must  be  gone  through.     [£ay- 
ley,  B. — Under  the  Statute  of  Frauds  the  signature  of  a 
third  party,  by  the  direction  of  the  testator,  may  be  suffi- 
cient.]   An  acknowledgment  of  the  signature  is  sufficient, 
as  far  as  regards  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (a).     [Lord  Lyndr 
hurst,  C.  B. — The  difficulty  is,  whether  this  attestation  im« 
ports  that  this  will  was  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  in  the 
presence  of  the  witnesses.    Might  not  they,  in  the  words  of 
the  attestation,  be  "  witnesses  thereof,"  if  it  had  been  ac- 
knowledged in  their  presence*    They  woidd  be  witnesses 
of  the  signing  if  acknowledged,  and  of  the  sealing  if  ac- 
knowledged ;  it  is  to  be  duly  executed  under  her  hand  and 
seal,  and  attested.     Would  an  acknowledgment   of  her 
hand  and  seal  satisfy  that  provision  ?     Bayley^  B. — Must 
not  your  attestation  reach  all  that  the  witnesses  are  re- 
quired by  the  instrument  creating  the  power  to  attest  ?] 

Hutchinson  was  heard  in  reply. 

[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  words  "  duly  executed** 
would  not  require  a  seal.  This  instrument  points  out  a 
mode  of  execution  which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not 
require. 

Suppose,  in  point  of  fact,  this  will  had  been  signed  and 
sealed  at  a  prior  time  in  another  room,  and  had  been  ac- 
knowledged in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  would  not 

(a)  3  Stark.  Ev.  1686;  1  Ves.  &  B.  362;  Chttty's  Stat.  1 126. 
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that  state  of  facts  correspond  with  this  attestation?    It  is    Bxck,pfPieat^ 
clear  law  that  the  arbitrary  forms  required  by  the  creator  -« 

of  the  power,  though  totally  unimportant  as  to  the  validity         Ward 
of  the  instrument,  must  be  observed*     The  words  are,        swipt« 
''  duly  executed  and  published  under  her  hand  and  seal,  in 
the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by  &c.  ;*'  and  we  are  to 
see  that  this  form  has  been  observed. 

Bayley^  B. — Suppose  this  will  had  been  signed  by  a 
third  party,  by  the  direction  of  the  testatrix,  in  her  pre* 
sence,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
could  that  be  said  to  be  a  good  execution  of  this  power?] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  will  consider  this  case 
and  send  our  certificate. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent: — 

We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  cotinsel,  and  are 

of  opinion  that  the  mWoi  Mary  Swift  was  a  due  execution 

of  the  power  which  she  had  under  the  deed  of  the  10th 

of  November 9  1795. 

Lyndhurst. 

J.  Bayley, 

W.  BOLLAND. 
J.  GURNEY. 


TowNSEND  V.  Burns  (a). 

joLSSUMPSIT  on  an  agreement.  The  defendant  suf-  Defendant  suf- 
fered judgment  by  default,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  having  bTdefaoS."*"' 
been  executed  before  the  Sheriff  o{  Middlesex,  judgment  PWntiffexecut- 

qniryin  Tacation 
and  signed 
Judgment,  and  took  defendant  in  execution.    The  Court  compelled  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  file 
the  inquisition  and  subsequent  proceedings. 

In  aummpHt  on  an  agreement,  whereby  plaintiff  agreed  to  procure  a  lease  to  be  granted  to  de- 
fendant, and  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  his  soUcitor,  or  agent,  on  request,  the  sum  of 
251.  in  full  for  his  share  or  proportion  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  agreement,  and  of  the  lease : 
Heldt  that  the  declaration  was  good  without  an  aTerment  that  any  coati  or  expenses  had  been  in- 
curred* 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  468. 
VOL.  I.  N 
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Bxeh.  of  PUas,  was  Signed  therein  in  Tacation,  under  the  proviaions  of 
-  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  7.  s.  1 ;  and  the  defendant  was  taken  in 

TowNBKND     execution. 


BOEVIi 


Mansel,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause,  why  the  pbiintiff*8  attorney  should  not  file  the 
writ  of  inquiry  and  subsequent  proceedings,  in  order  that 
the  same  might  be  read  on  a  motion  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment, and  enter  an  arrest  of  judgment  under  the  fourth 
section  of  the  above  act,  and  why  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
should  not  pay  the  costs.  This  motion  was  made  on  an 
affidavit,  stating,  that  the  writ  and  subsequent  proceedings 
had  not  been  filed,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  had 
refused  to  file  them,  on  application  being  made  to  him  for 
that  purpose. 

The  affidavits  in  opposition  stated,  that  the  deponent 
had  inquired  of  a  clerk  in  the  Exchequer  office,  as  to  the 
practice;  and  that  he  had  informed  him  that  it  was  not  cus- 
tomary to  file  inquisitions  on  writs  of  inquiry,  but  to  deli- 
ver them  over  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  there  was  no  file  in 
the  office  for  such  inquisitions.  The  affidavit  also  stated, 
that  the  deponent  had  been  informed,  and  believed,  that, 
from  the  year  1817,  it  had  never  been  the  practice  to  re- 
quire writs  of  inquiry,  and  inquisitions  taken  thereon,  to 
be  filed. 

Alexander  shewed  cause,  relying  on  this  affidavit,  and 
submitted,  that  there  was  no  necessity  to  file  the  inquisi- 
tion for  the  objects  stated  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  as 
he  had  had  an  opportunity  of  obtaining  the  requisite  in- 
formation at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  in- 
quiry; and  that,  at  all  events,  the  attorney  ought  not  to  pay 
the  costs  of  that  motion,  as  there  had  been  no  application 
made  to  him  for  a  copy  by  the  defendant. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  defendant  is  entitled  to 


Upon  the  inquisition  and  proceedings  being  filed  in 
pursuance  of  the  above  rulci  it  appeared  that  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration  was  upon  an  agreement,  whereby 
the  plaintiff^  agreed  to  procure  a  lease  of  certain  premises 
to  be  granted  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  under- 
took to  accept  the  lease  and  execute  a  counterpart,  and 
to  pay  the  plaintiff,  his  solicitor  or  agent,  on  request,  the 
sum  o{25L  in  full,  for  his  share  or  proportion  of  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  preparing  and  executing  the  agreement, 
or  in  relation  thereto,  and  also  of  or  occasioned  by  the 
preparing  and  carrying  into  effect  such  lease  and  coun- 
terpart ;  which  said  lease  and  counterpart  should  be  pre- 
pared by  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff 
then  averred,  that  he  did  cause  and  procure  the  lease 
to  be  granted,  and  that  the  said  lease  was  prepared  by 
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have  the  inquisition  filed  for  the  purpose  of  taking  any  ob-  Etch.  rfPkoif 
jection  to  which  it  may  be  open.    It  was  the  duty  of  the  ^ 

plaintiff's  attorney  to  have  filed  it.    The  officer  of  the      Townsend. 
Court  informs  us,  that  there  is  a  regular  file,  and  a  regular        Burns. 
fee  taken  for  the  filing  of  inquisitions*    The  plaintiff's  at- 
torney refused,  on  application,  to  file  the  inquisition,  and 
he  does  not  even  say  at  that  time  that  the  party  applying 
may  look  at  it. 

Batlxt,  B. — The  defendant  has  a  right  to  have  an  op- 
portunity of  seeing  the  inquisition  in  order  to  see  whether 
the  judgment  can  be  arrested  or  vacated.  When  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  file  the  inquisi- 
tion, he  might  have  shewn  it,  or  have  allowed  the  party  to 
take  a  copy  of  it. 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorney. 
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Exeh,  of  PUa»,   the  BoHcitor  of  the  said  plaintiff;  and  although  the  defen- 

s..,,..«^^L^     dant  did  accept  the  said  leasCj  and  estecute  a  counterpart 

TowNscNo     thereof,  yet,  that  the  defendant,  although  requested,  did 

Burns.       not  nor  would  pay  the  said  sum  of  25L  in  full  for  hb 

share  of  the  costs  and  expenses  aforesaid,  or  any  part 

thereof. 

Mansel  now  moved,  on  production  of  the  rule,  to  vacate 
the  judgment  and  enter  an  arrest  of  judgment.  He  ob- 
jected, that  the  declaration  did  not  contain  any  allegation, 
that  any  costs  and  expenses  had  been  incurred,  and  that, 
without  such  allegation,  the  Court  could  not  conclude 
that  any  were  incurred.  That  it  was  necessary  to  aver, 
that  costs  and  expenses  had  been  incurred  in  preparing 
the  lease,  &c.,  and  the  amount  of  them,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant had  had  notice,  as  the  acts  were  to  be  done  by  a 
third  party.  In  support  of  this  objection,  he  relied  on 
Foxe  r,  Qoodson  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that  the  defen- 
dant might  have  demurred  to  a  declaration  in  assump^ 
siif  on  a  promise  to  assign  a  lease  and  pay  costs  of  suit, 
because  it  did  not  state  what  costs  he  had  expended. 

Bayley,  B. — I  think  the  case  in  Cro.  Eliz.  is  perfect- 
ly distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  That  was  an 
agreement  to  pay  costs  of  suit  generally,  and  not  a  fixed 
sum ;  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  there,  that  the  costs 
should  be  first  ascertained  before  they  could  be  recover- 
ed ;  and,  as  the  declaration  did  not  allege  that  they  had 
been  ascertained,  it  was  clearly  bad  on  demurrer.  In  this 
case,  there  is  an  agreement  by  which  a  lease  was  appoint- 
ed to  be  executed,  and  in  the  preparing  of  which  some 
costs  and  expenses  would  necessarily  be  incurred,  and  the 
defendant  makes  a  stipulation  that  he  shall  only  be  liable 
to  a  given  extent,  and  so  far  he  will  be  liable.     I  con- 

(o)  Cro.  Eliz.  276. 
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sider  this  not  an  asreement  to  pay  an  amount  thereafter  Exeh.ofPieas, 

•  1832 

to  be  aacertainedi  but  an  agreement  that  he  will  pay  to  the  ^ 

amount  of  25/.,  as  an  amount  liquidated,  ascertained,  and     Towhsemd 

settled  between  the  parties.  Burns. 

BoLLAND,  B. — It  is  clear,  from  this  declaration,  that 
expenses  must  have  been  incurred^  and  the  defendant  ex^ 
pressly  agrees  to  pay  this  sum  of  251.  for  his  share  of  those 
expenses.     That  is  the  amount  liquidated. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred,  and  the  rule  was — 

Refused. 


Archbishop  of  Canterbury  f .  Robertson. 

JLlEBT  on  the  usual  administration  bond  against  the  a  party  had  ob- 
surety.     Plea— nan  est  factum  s  whereupon  the  plaintiff  p^^l^**  ^2JJ"  • 
joined  issue,  and  suggested  upon  the  roll  several  breaches  Court  a  gene- 

^  -      ,        ,  ral  order  to  put 

of  tbe  bond.  an  administra- 

tion bond  in 
suit  againit  the 

Hoggins  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  some  of  surety,  on  the 
the  breaches  should  not  be  struck  out,  or  why  the  defen-  tbe^^rindpai 
dant  should  not  be  allowed  to  suffer  judgment  by  default,  ^^XSwne. 
and  pay  one  shilling  damages  thereon.  On  ntm  tufac- 

o  o  liiat  being  plead- 

The  affidavit,  upon  which  tbe  motion  was  made,  stated  ed,  the  plaintiff 
that  a  general  order  to  put  the  bond  in  suit  had  been  ob-  ^^^^  ^^ 
tained  from  the  Prerogative  Court,  solely  on  the  ground  ^^l  ^^^  ^^  ^ 

**  1  1  r  paying  over  the 

that  the  principal  had  not  paid  over  the  residue;  that  ap-  reridue,  but  on 
plication  had  been  made  to  the  Prerogative  Court  to  re-  distinct  parts  of 
scind  the  general  order,  and  to  limit  the  permission  to  sue  ThisCMrTre- 
to  the  breach  for  non-payment  of  the  residue,  but  that  the  fused  to  compel 

Vft  %  wtt    fr#%   A^ Via  ^^  ^k 

Judge  of  that  Court  thought  that  he  could  not  interfere,     out  the  breaches 

on  the  other 
parts  of  the  con- 
dition, or  to  ailow  the  defendant  to  let  judgment  go  by  deikult,  and  pay  nominal  damages  on 
those  breaches. 


18S  CASB8  IN  THE  EXCHEQUKA, 

^«*:  ^^'»"'      Bayley,  B.— a  general  order  for  patting  the  bond  into 
v«.^^Il^     niit  baa  been  obtained^  and  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  re- 

Archbishop  of  strain  a  party  so  empowered  to  sue  from  suggesting  as 
V.  many  breaches  as  he  chooses.    If  not  suggested  now, 

^^'  they  could  not  be  suggested  afterwards.  I  know  of  no 
instance  where,  on  non  ett  factum  pleaded,  and  a  sugges- 
tion of  breaches  entered  on  the  roU^  the  defendant  has 
been  aHowed  to  let  judgment  go  by  default.  In  the  pre- 
sent casCj  the  action  is  brought  on  a  bond  conditioned  to 
perform  certain  acts.  The  defendant  has  pleaded  non  est 
factum  merely,  and  the  plaintiff*  has  thereupon  suggested 
breaches  under  the  statute.  On  that  suggestion,  the  jury 
are  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  the  breaches ;  and  I  am 
aware  of  no  case  where  a  party  has  suff*ered  judgment  by 
default  on  such  breaches;  and  it  seems  to  me  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  that  he  should  do  so. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was — 

Refused. 


Anderson  v.  Calloway. 

A  sheriff  is  not  J.  HE  sheriff^  of  Middlesex  having  been  ruled  to  return 
under  the  in^*^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  Venditioni  exponas  in  this  case,  on  the  16th  of 
T^TwiuHT*  ^^^^  ^*®*»  ^^  *^®  goods  of  the  defendant;  and  on  the 
c5S,  8.6,where  gOth  of  «/«fi^,  after  having  received  notice  of  the  defen- 
the  proceeds  of  dant's  bankruptcy,  paid  over  the  money  to  Kinnear,  the 
S:;:iS^r  judgment  cmlitor. 

creditor. 

Holtp  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  on 
the  part  of  the  sheriff",  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  &  ^ 
W.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6,  calling  before  the  Court  the  judgment 
creditor  and  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt. 

FoUett,  for  the  assignees,  now  shewed  cause,  and  con- 
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tended,  tbat^  as  the  sheriff  had  paid  over  the  proceeds  of  ^^^^MJ"^^' 
the  sale  under  the  execution,  the  act  did  not  apply ;  and     v^.,.^^!-^ 
that  the  rale  ought  to  be  discharged  with  costs.  Anderson 


V. 

Callowat. 


Holt,  conird,  contended,  that  the  sixth  section  applied 
generaUy  to  all  cases  where  goods  were  taken  in  execution, 
and  any  claim  was  made  to  them  by  a  third  party,  the 
words  being  ''  where  any  such  claim  shall  be  made-  to  any 
goods  taken  in  execution  under  any  process,  or  the  pro- 
ceeds or  value  thereof,"  differing  from  the  first  section  in 
this,  that  nothing  is  said  about  collecting  or  being  ready 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court. 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — ^The  object  of  the  act  of 
Parliament  was  to  afford  relief  to  the  sheriff*,  where  two 
parties  were  claiming  the  property,  and  he  had  either  the 
goods  or  the  money  in  his  possession ;  not  to  a  case  where 
he  had  paid  over  the  money  to  one  of  the  parties.  The 
condition  in  the  first  clause  is,  that  the  party  does  not 
collude,  and  is  ready  to  bring  the  money  into  Court.  The 
words  are, ''  that  such  defendant  does  not  in  any  manner 
collude  with  such  third  party,  but  is  ready  to  bring  into 
Court  or  to  pay  or  dispose  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  (or  any  Judge  there- 
of) may  order  or  direct."  The  obvious  meaning  of  that 
clause  is,  that  the  party  applying  has  got  the  property  in 
his  possession,  in  respect  of  which  he  is  sued,  and  to  which 
he  claims  no  right ;  and  I  think  that  this  clause  governs 
the  whole  act. 

Baylby,  B. — The  act  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
thb,  where  the  sheriff*  has  paid  over  the  money;  the 
"  powers  and  authorities**  to  be  exercised  by  the  Court 
for  the  relief  of  the  sheriff*  are  expressly,  in  the  sixth  sec- 
tion, stated  to  be  such  '*  powers  and  authorities  as  in  that 
act  are  before  contained,*'  which  renders  it  necessary  to 
refer  to  the  preceding  sections  to  ascertain  the  extent  and 
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^^^x^iT^'  application  of  those  powers  and  authorities.    Then  one 

>      V     '^     condition  in  the  first  section  is,  that  the  party  applying 

Anderson     fo^  relief  shall  be  ready  to  bring  the  subject-matter  of 

Calloway,    dispute  into  Court,  or  to  dispose  of  it  as  the  Court  shall 

direct. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred,  and  the 

Rule  was  discharged  with  costs. 


Russell  v.  Hurst. 

A  defendant.     JlN  this  casc  the  defendant  had  obtained  a  Judge's  order 
pi"  ad  usuabiy^    for  time  to  plead,  on  the  terms  of  *'  pleading  issuablyJ* 

may  move  to 

change  the  ve-         }Y.  H.  Watson  moved  to  chanfire  the  venue  from  Lan^ 

nue,  if  the  ,  ^  **  ^ 

Judge's  order  is  cashire  to  Yorkshire,  on  the  usual  affidavit    He  mention- 
usual  terms."      cd  the  cases  of  Waring  v.  HoH(a)f  and  Brettargh  v. 

Dearden  (b),  in  this  Court,  where  the  Court  refused  to 
change  the  venuci  when  the  defendant  had  obtained  an 
order  for  time  to  plead  "  on  all  the  usual  terms ;"  one  of 
whichi  according  to  these  cases,  was  not  changing  the  ve- 
nue. But  he  contended  that  these  cases  did  not  apply 
where  the  defendant  was  only  under  terms  to  plead  is- 
suably;  and  he  cited  Tidd's  Practicet  608,  to  shew,  that 
in  the  King's  Bench  the  venue  might  be  changed  when 
the  defendant  was  only  under  terms  of  pleading  issuably. 

Lord  Lynduurst,  C.  B. — One  of ''  all  the  usual  terms** 
in  this  Court  is,  that  of  not  changing  the  venue ;  but  a 
defendant  is  not  prevented  from  changing  the  venue  when 
he  is  merely  under  terms  to  plead  issuably. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  granted  (c). 

(a)  3  Price,  3.  (6)  M'Clcl.  &  Y.  106. 

{c)  See  Nottt  v.  Curtis,  2  C.  &  J.  345. 
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Eteh.  of  Pleas, 
1832. 

Ward  v.  Bateman. 

C^ASE  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  inter*  A  surveyor  of 
est.     Pleas — First,  the  general  issue — Secondly ,  that  the  en^Oed^to  treble 
grievances  complained  of  in  the  declaration  were  acts  done  ^^'J.^a^'J^g 
by  the  defendant  in  the  execution  of  his  office^  as  a  sur-  ^^U  upon  a 
Teyor  of  the  high  ways,  and  a  tender  of  the  sum  of  5/.,  as  for  him. 
amends  for  the  mjury  the  plaintiff  had  sustained,  under 
the  79th  section  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  arbitration,  and  the  arbitra* 
tor  found  that  damage  to  the  extent  of  5/.  had  been  done 
to  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest,  but  that  the  acts 
which  occasioned  the  damage  had  been  done  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution  of  his  office,  as  a  surveyor  of  the 
highways.  He  then  awarded  that  a  wall  should  be  built 
by  the  defendant,  and  directed  a  general  verdict  to  be  eno 
tered  for  him* 

Upon  the  taxation  of  costs,  the  Master  allowed  the  de- 
fendant single  costs  only,  upon  which — 

Htmfrey  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master 
should  not  review  his  taxation,  on  the  ground,  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  treble  costs,  pursuant  to  13  Geo. 
3,  C.78,  S.8]. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Amos,  shewed  cause. — The  question 
is,  whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  treble  costs  under 
the  statute,  where  he  pleads  a  special  plea  and  a  verdict 
is  found  for  him.  The  81st  section,  which  gives  treble 
costs,  enacts,  **  that  if  any  action  or  suit  shall  be  commenC"> 
ed  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of 
this  act,  the  defendant  shall  and  may  plead  the  general 
issue,  and  give  the  special  matter  in  evidence ;"  and  if  it 
shall  appear  to  have  been  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
act,  the  jury  shall  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant:  it  then 

VOL.  I.  o 
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^<*i^^*~'»  provides,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the   clause^  that  the 

defendant  shall  and  may  recover  treble  costs.     A  party, 
to  entitle  himself  under  this  section,  must  bring  himself 
within  the  express  words  of  it     This    case  is  neither 
within  the  words  or  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  for,  here,  the 
defendant  has  pleaded  a  special  plea.     There  is  good 
reason  for  this  limitation,  because  a  plea  of  tender  of 
amends  admits  some  wrong  committed  by  the  defendant, 
and  shews  that  he  has  not  been  harassed  without  a  oause. 
The  words  of  the  statute,  however,  appear  to  be  confined 
to  cases  of  nonsuit,  discontinuance,  and  judgment  on  de- 
murrer, and  cannot  be  construed  to  extend  to  a  verdict. 
This  provision  as  to  treble  costs  is  in  the  nature  of  a  pe- 
nalty, and,  therefore,  the  act  in  that  respect  ought  to  be 
construed  strictly.  The  language  of  this  statute  resembles 
that  of  the  SSnd  section  of  the  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  which,  it 
has  been  held,  ought  to  be  construed  stricdy.    Gumey  v. 
Bullen  (a).     In  the  7th  Jac.  1 ,  c.  6,  the  1 4  Geo.  S,  c.  79, 
8. 100,  and  the  Turnpike  Act,  S  Geo.  4,  c.  1^  s.  147,  the 
Legislature  have  provided  in  express  terms  for  those  in- 
stances in  which  treble  costs  shall  be  recovered  on  a  ver- 
dict found  for  the  defendant,  from  whence  it  may  be  in- 
ferred, that,  as  in  this  statute  it  is  not  so  provided,  the 
Legislature  did  not  intend  that  treble  costs  should  be  re- 
coverable. 

Goulbum,  Serjt.,  and  Humfrey^  conirh. — This  act,  be- 
ing in  protection  of  public  officers,  must  be  construed  li- 
berally, according  to  the  principle  adopted  in  Prait  v. 
Hilman  (6).  The  provision  as  to  treble  costs  ought  not 
to  be  limited  in  the  manner  contended  for  on  the  other 
side,  but  may  be  divided  into  two  branches,  the  one  appU* 
cable  to  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  latter  part  of  the  sec- 
tion, the  other  to  the  case  where  the  jury  shall  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  by  reason  that  the  act  complained 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  670.  (b)  6  D.  &  R.  481. 
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of  has  been  done  under  the  authority  of  the  statute,  or  Bxch.^  PU^u, 
that  the  action  has  been  brought  after  the  time  limited,  or 
in  a  wrong  county. 

Bati^ey,  B* — If  the  Legislature  intended  to  give  treble 
costs  on  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant,  the  language 
used  to  express  that  purpose  is  very  unfortunate.  What 
are  the  words  relied  upon  to  lead  to  the  inference  that 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  this  clause?  It  is 
provided,  that,  if  the  fact  committed  "  shall  appear  to  have 
been  so  done,  (that  is»  in  pursuance  of  the  act),  or  if  any 
such  action  or  suit  shall  be  brought  after  the  time  limited 
for  bringing  the  same,  or  be  brought  or  laid  in  any  other 
place  than  as  aforementioned,  then'*  (let  us  see  what  is  to 
be  the  consequence),  "  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  defen- 
dant or  defendants."  This  is  a  termination  of  that  sen- 
tence, and  we  then  come  to  a  new  alternative,  '*or  if  the 
plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  shall  become  nonsuit,  or  discontinue 
his  or  their  action,  after  the  defendant  or  defendants  shall 
have  appeared,  or  if,  upon  demurrer,  judgment  shall  be 
given  against  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  or 
defendants  shall  and  may  recover  treble  costs.**  There* 
fore,  having  in  the  former  sentence  disposed  of  the  case  of 
a  verdict,  the  clause  goes  on  to  provide  that  treble  costs 
shall  be  recoverable  in  three  cases,  and  in  three  cases  only. 
There  might  be  good  reasons  to  omit  the  case  of  a  verdict, 
but  whether  there  were  or  not,  I  cannot  say  that  an  in- 
tention to  give  treble  costs  in  that  event  can  be  collected, 
when  I  find  that  in  other  acts  of  Parliament  such  an  in- 
tention has  been  clearly  and  unequivocally  declared  by 
express  words. 

BoLLAND,  B. — The  object  of  the  Legislature,  in  fram- 
ing this  section,  was  to  protect  a  public  officer  so  far  as  he 
has  a  right  to  be  protected.  I  can  perceive  good  grounds 
to  distinguish  the  three  cases  in  which  they  have  declared 

o2 
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£Mft.  €f  piroff,  that  the  defendant  shall  have  treble  costs,  from  the  case 
1832. 

of  a  verdicty  which  is  omitted.  In  case  of  a  nonsuit  or  dis- 
continuance, the  plaintiff  has  no  ground  of  action,  and  a 
judgment  in  demurrer  shews  that  he  is  wrong  in  law;  but 
where  the  action  goes  on  to  a  verdict,  there  generally  has 
been  some  question  to  be  tried. 

Rule  discharged. 


Graham  v.  Whichelo  and  Huli.. 

w.isH.\,j  Assumpsit  upon  an  agreement,  dated  the  lOth 
^c^7827,  March  J  1827,  between  the  plaintiff,  of  the  one  part,  and 
toATwmSf*  ***®  defendants,  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
fi>r three  ]rean,of  did  agree  to  let  and  demise  unto  the  defendants  a  part  or 
pied  hj  them  as  portion  of  a  certain  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  with  cer- 
thTpowerV*  ^^^  rights,  privileges,  &c.  in  the  said  agreement  men- 
them  to  extend    tioued,  to  hold  the  same  from  the  25th  day  of  March  then 

the  tenn  to  .  a   . 

seven  yean,  by   instant,  for  and  during  the  term  of  three  years  from  thence 
Sffa  notioe'^to"'  ^'^^^  cnsuing,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended ;  and  if 
^^^^    '"   the  said  defendants  should  give  unto  the  said  plaintiff 
w,fi  H.  gave     three  months'  notice  in  writing  for  that  purpose,  previously 
ingiy.  At  Mid-  to  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  three  years,  then  and 

«r?w[rcd*ft^m  '^^  *^*'  *^^®  ^^^  *"^  during  the  further  term  of  four  years, 
the  partnership,  making  in  the  whole  the  term  of  seven  years,  from  the  said 

and  in /oiwary,  ,     ,  -   ,^  i  •■ 

1829,  /f.en-  25th  day  of  March  then  instant,  at  and  under  the  yearly 
nership  wiSTly.,  rent  or  sum  of  210/.,  payable  quarterly,  ftc;  and  whereby 
Mid£r.4'  5.car-  ^i^g  ggjj  defendants  did  agree  to  take  and  rent  the  same  of 

ried  on  the  hu-  ^     ^  ® 

siness  under  the  the  said  plaintiff,  &c«  Averment — that  after  the  making 
until  1831.     '    of  the  said  agreement,  and  more  than  three  months  before 

PlaintiiTgave 

receipts  for  the 

rent  as  received  from  H.  after  W.  retired,  and  as  received  from  H,  8f  S,  after  iS*.  hecame  partner 

with  H,    In  Fihrvary,  1829,  the  pluntiff  gave  to  U,  a  letter  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  signifying, 

that  a  lease  might  he  made  to  H.  4*  &»  but  this  letter  was  kept  by  if.  and  not  acted  upon,  and 

no  lease  was  prepared : — Held,  that  W.  remained   liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  rent  accruing 

in  1831. 


J 
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the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  three  years^  the  defen-  Exeh.  </  Pleat, 
dants  did  give  notice  in  writing  of  their  intention  to  hold  ^  '  ^ 

and  continue  tenants  of  the  demised  premises  for  the  fur-  Oraham 
ther  term  of  four  years  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  whichelo. 
the  term  of  three  years,  making  in  the  whole  the  term  of 
seven  yearSf  according  to  the  provisions  in  the  agreement* 
— Breach,  non-payment  of  half  a  year's  rent,  due  on  29th 
September,  1831.  There  was  a  count  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion, and  the  money  counts. — Plea,  by  Whichelo,  the  ge- 
neral issue.  The  defendant,  Hull,  pleaded  his  bank- 
ruptcy ;  upon  which  the  plaintiff  entered  a  noUe  prosequi 
as  to  him* 

At  the  trial  before  Gurney,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings in  Trinity  Term  last,  the  following  appeared  to  be 
the  facts  of  the  case: — Some  apartments  in  Regent-street 
had  been  let  to  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff,  under  the 
agreement  set  out  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration. — 
In  January,  1829,  the  defendants  gave  a  written  notice  to 
the  plaintiff,  signed  by  them,  requiring  an  extension  of  the 
term  to  seven  years,  according  to  the  clause  contained  for 
that  purpose  in  the  agreement.     On  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants, HtM  was  called,  who  was  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  an  interested  witness.    The  learned  Baron, 
however,  received  his  evidence,  reserving  the  point  as  to 
his  competency*    By  his  evidence,  it  appeared  that  he 
and  Whichelo  had  occupied  the  apartments  in  question,  as 
picture  dealers,  until  Midsummer,   1828,  at  which  time 
they  dissolved  partnership,  and  Whichelo  retired  from  bu- 
siness.    The   plaintiff  was  informed  of  the  .  dissolution 
about  three  months  after  it  took  place.   In  January,  1 829, 
Hull  entered  into  partnership  with  a  person  of  the  name 
of  Smart,  and  they  carried  on  the  business  under  the  firm 
o{Hull  ^  Co.,  at  the  premises  in  question,  until  their 
faOure  in  September,  1831.     After  the  notice,  in  January, 
1829,  requiring  an  extension  of  the  term,  which,  in  con- 
formity with  the  agreement,  and  at  the  plaintiff's  desire. 
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Btek.  €f  Pleat,  wBB  made  in  the  names  of,  and  signed  by,  WJkieketo  and' 
«^     ^  Htttt,  the  pkmtiff  wrote  the  foUowing  letter  to  his  at- 

Oeaham       torney : — 

•i 

*'  Dear  Sir,— Messrs.  HuU  ^  Co.  have  requested  me  to 
say,  that  they  wish  to  have  a  lease  prepared  for  the  resi- 
due of  the  term  they  hold  of  part  of  my  house.  No.  S7; 
they  win  apply  to  you  accordingTy ;  the  firm  is  now  Messrs. 
Hull  %  Smart,  and  I  have  no  objecti(Ni  in  granting  their 
request. 

John  Watson,  Esq.  N.  Graham. 

Gerrard Street.  Feb.  llth,  1829.- 


The  above  letter  waa  written  in  HtdVs  houae,  and  given 
to  him  by  the  plaintiflP,  bnt  HuU  kept  it,  and  never  deli- 
vered it  ta  Mr.  Watson.  No  lease  was  ever  prepared  or 
executed.  The  defendant  proved  receipts  given  \pf  the 
plaintiff  for  rent  due,  until  Aprils  1828,  as  received  from 
Whichelo  %  HuU ;  and  he  also  proved  receipts  given  by 
the  plaintiff  after  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  be* 
tween  Whichelo  and  Hull,  for  rent,  as  received  from  Hull, 
and  other  receipts  given  by  the  plaintiff  Bubseqoent  to  the 
commencement  of  the  partnership  between  HwU  and 
Smart,  as  for  rent  received  of  HuU  ^  Smart. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  Whichelo,  oontendedi 
that  on  these  facts  there  was  a  surrender  by  operation  of 
law,  and  an  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  of  Smart,  as  a 
new  tenant 

The  learned  Judge  thought  that  the  intention  to  receive 
Smart  as  a  tenant  instead  of  Whichelo,  was  only  an  ii^ 
choate  intention,  and  not  binding  upon  the  plaintiff  ontfl 
it  was  acted  upon  by  Smarts  becoming  a  tenant;  for, 
otherwise,  the  plaintiff  might  have  kst  Whichelo  as  a  ten- 
ant without  having  got  the  security  of  S^art  as  tenant. 
Under  his  direction  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  phintiff 
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for  thd  arrears  of  rent  up  to  Micbaelnias.  1881,  and  be    Bseh.o/PktUf 

1832. 
gave  tbe  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  '  ^ 

Graham 

Jems  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  cause  was  v- 

now  shewn  by — 

Hutchinson  and  Butt. — Tbe  defendants  remain  bound 
bj  the  original  agreement      The  notice  was  given  ac- 
cording to  tbe  terms   agreed   upon,  and  thereby  a  ten- 
ancy for  seven  years  was  created.      Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  this  tenancy.     The  letter  from  Gra- 
hcnnt  which  was   never  shewn   to  fFhichelo,   could   not 
operate   as  a  surrender.     Even  if  it  were  a  surrender, 
it  could  not  have  been  received  in  evidence,  not  being 
stamped —  Williams  v.  Sawyer  (a).   \Bayley,  B. — If  a  new 
lease  had  been  executed  to  Hull  ^  Smarts  there  might 
have  been  a  surrender  by  operation    of  law,   but  there 
being  no  new  lease  executed,  you  contend  that  Whichelo 
is  liable  by  privity  of  contract  arising  from  the  original 
agreement.]    There  cannot  be  a  change  of  tenancy  by 
surrender  by  operation  of  law,  without  the  assent  of  all 
the  parties.     In  this  case  Whichelo*8  assent  is  not  shewn, 
and  the  landlord   did  not  obtain  any  new  tenant.    '  In 
Matthews  v.  SaweU  {b)  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  said,  that  it  was  **  an 
extremely  hard  case  against  the  defendant,  and  the  Court 
has  been  disposed  to  struggle  to  the  utmost  in  his  favour;*^ 
as,  however,  there  was  no  new  tenant  answerable  to  the 
plaintiff,  they  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable,  and  that 
a  parol  surrender  of  the  lease  was  void  under  the  statute 
of  frauds.     In  Thomas  v.  Cook  (c),  there  was  the  assent 
of  all  the  parlies,  and  the  landlord  had  a  new  tenant,  upon 
whom  he  actually  distrained  for  rent,  and  the  action  was 
for  use   and   occupation,   and    not   upon   the  privity  of 
contract.     In  the  present  case  the  defence  was  founded 
vpon  the  non-occupation  of  the  defendant  Whichelo^  but 

{a)  3  B.  &  B.  70;  6  Moore.  226.     (6)  8  Taunt.  270 ;  2  Moore,  262. 

(c)  2B.  &A.  119. 
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*"*iR^9^'**''  the  action  is  not  brought  for  use  and  occupation,  but  on 
^...^^^.^-ii/     the  privity  of  contract  upon  the  original  agreement     The 
Graham       receipts,  at  the  most  only  shew  that  there  was  an  assign- 
WHiciiELa     ment,  but  the  privity  of  contract  remained  upon  which 
the  lessee  was  liable.    No  occupation  is  necessary,  and  the 
lessee  is  still  liable  upon  the  agreement  (a).      There  is 
the  same)  distinctpn  between  assumpsit  and  debt,  where 
the  demise  is  not  under  seal,   as  between  covenant  and 
debt,  where  the  demise  is  by  deed  (6).     The  mode  of  de- 
claring adopted  in  this  case,  on  the  special  agreement,  is 
the  proper  way  to  charge  a  defendant  on  the  privity  of 
contract  where  the  agreement  is  not  under  seal.     [They 
then  proceeded  ^to  argue  against  the  competency  of  HtM; 
but,  as  the  Court  gave  no  judgment  on  that  part  of  the 
case,  the  arguments  are  omitted  (c).] 

Jervist  corUri. — The  interest  of  fFhiehelo  was  deter- 
mined by  act  and  operation  of  law.  In  Thomas  v.  Cooke  (d), 
the  landlord,  with  the  assent  of  the  tenant,  accepted 
of  another  person  as  his  tenant,  and  had  distrained  upon 
him;  and,  although  there  was  no  surrender  of  the  original 
tenant's  interest,  the  circumstances  were  held  to  amount 
to  a  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law  within  the  ex- 
ception of  the  statute  of  frauds.  In  the  present  case  the 
circumstances  are  equally  strong.  The  giving  receipts  for 
rent  to  Hull  after  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  and  to 
Hull  ^  Smart  after  the  new  partnership  was  established, 
was  a  clear  relinquishment  of  Whichelo  rs  a  tenant;  and 
the  letter,  as  well  as  the  receipts  given  to  HuU  ^  Smart, 
were  circumstances  from  which  a  jury  might  well  infer  an 
assent  to  receive  Hull  ^  Smart  as  the  new  tenants.     The 


(a)  1  Saund.  240.  6  Biog.  306 ;    WorraU  v,  Jones, 

(6)  Id.  140,  note  ip),  last  edi-  5  M.  &    .  24 1 ;    Bate  v.  Russel, 

tion.  I  M.  &  M.  332. 

(c)  See  AJlalo  v.  Fourdrinier,  (d)  2  B.  &  A.  119. 
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case  falls,  therefore,  within  the  decision  of  Thomas  v.  Cooke,  ^^^'  ^P^tfot,] 

1832. 
and  the  circumstances  which  took  place  amount  to  a  valid 


surrender  of  Whtchelos  interest  by  act  and  operation  of      Graham 

V. 

Whichelo. 


law. 


Batley,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  ThofiMS  y  J  Cooke*  In  that  case  the  lessee  under- 
let,  and  the  lessor  accepted  the  underlessee  as  his  tenant^ 
and  the  original  lessee  assented;  so  that  all  the  three 
parties  assented  to  the  arrangement  by  which  the  under- 
lessee  became  the  immediate  tenant  to  the  original  land- 
lord. Now,  if  it  could  have  been  made  out  in  the  present 
case  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  up  Whichelo^  that 
Whichelo  assented,  and  that  Smart  agreed  to  become 
tenant,  the  principle  of  Thomas  v.  Cooke  would  apply, — 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  very  different,  because 
there  was  no  agreement  on  the  part  of  Graham  to  give  up 
Whichelo^  or  on  the  part  of  Smart  to  be  bound  as  tenant. 
There  was,  originally,  an  agreement  for  three  years,  and,  if 
the  tenants  chose,  they  were  at  liberty  to  eictend  the  term 
to  seven  years  by  giving  a  notice  to  that  effect  to  the  plain- 
tiff. Before  the  period  when  the  notice  was  given,  Whiche- 
to  retired  from  the  business  and  went  into  the  country. 
This  was  as  early  as  Jul^,  1828,  and  at  that  time  the  rent 
was  received  as  from  Hull  alone.  Now,  in  Jaititar^,  18^, 
Whichelo f  who  had  'retired  from  the  business  and  ceased 
to  be  a  member  of  the  firm,  concurs  and  joins  in  the  giving 
a  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  requiring  a  further  extension  of 
the  term.  That  appears  to  me  to  be  a  distinct  acknowledg- 
ment by  Whichelo,  that  he  considered  himself  as  continu- 
ing at  that  time  in  the  relation  of  tenant  to  the  plaintiff. 
What  is  there,  subsequent  to  that  period,  to  shew  that 
this  relation  was  put  an  end  to?  Some  circumstances  have 
been  pressed  upon  us,  to  shew  that  the  tenancy  was  de- 
termined by  act  and  operation  of  law.  One  is  the  receipts 
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Saush,  €f  Ptgm,  givcD  by  the  plaintiff  for  rent,  as  from  HuO  §•  Smart  /  but 
^    I  oannot  consider  that  circomstance  as  an  undertaking  by 
Qraham      the  landlord  to  giye  up  the  former  tenant,  and  there  is  no 
Whichblo.    evidence  that  Smart  ever  agreed  to  become  liable  as  tenant* 
The  letter  from  the  plaintiff  has  also  been  relied  upon;  by 
that  lettier  the  plaintiff  shewed  a  readiness  to  ac<:ept  Smart 
as  the  new  tenant,  and  to  agree  that  a  new  lease  should 
be  made  to  HuU%Smart  as  temints;  but,  can  a  readiness 
to  accept  a  new  tenant  by  an  instrument,  which,  if  exe-< 
Guted,  would  have  made  both  HuU  and  Smart  HaUe  as  ten- 
ants, have  the  efect  of  discharging  the  old  tenant,  when 
such  instrument  is  never  executed,  and  no  person  is  siib- 
stitoted  in  the  place  of  the  original  tenant  ?     Orakam  was 
ready  to  accept  Smart  %  HuU  as  tenants,  if  they  would 
come  under  a  personal  engagement  to  him ;  but  there  wa^ 
no  agreement  on  his  part  to  discharge  Whichelo,  or  to  accept 
a  surrender  unless  he  got  a  new  tenant.    To  make  out  the 
defence,  it  should  have  been  shewn  that  the  plaintiff  gave 
up  Whichelo  and  accepted  Smart  as  tenant;  but,  ofi  the  evi* 
dence,  there  never  was  any  substitution  of  any  new  person 
who  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as  tenant,  nor  was  there,  from 
first  to  last,  any  thing  which  could  discharge  the  defendant 
Whichelo  from  his  liability.     I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion 
that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

BoLLAKD,  B. — I  have  looked  in  vain  for  any  thing  which 
could  have  had  the  effect  of  preventing  the  defendant 
Whichelo  from  insisting  that  his  interest  remained,  if  this 
lease  had  turned  out  beneficial  The  only  circumstance 
which  pressed  upon  my  mind  was,  the  letter  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  if  that  letter  had  been  acted  upon,  the  case  would 
have  assumed  a  different  aspect,  but,  to  make  (he  defence 
available  on  this  ground,  the  defendant  ought  to  bare  gone 
much  further,  and  shewn  that  Miliar/  was  substituted  as 
tenant  according  to  the  terms  of  that  letter. 
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GORKBY,  B« — On^  of  the  partiesj  who  ought  fo  have  Etch,  rf  Pteas, 
eoneufiPed,  has  dotie  nothing  at  all,  and  another  had  only  ^ 

evinoed  hia  readiness.  The  intention  waa  merely  inchodte,      orahau 
and  neirer  was  carried  into  exaention.    The  true  test  is^     wbicbelo. 
whether  tFkicMo  could  not  ha? e  insisted  upon  any  hena- 
fit  to  aeeme  from  this  tease. 

Rale  discharged. 


The  Kino  (at  the  suit  of  Niohtingalb)  r.  Buchanan. 

I^PECIAL  writs  of  capias  utlagaiumf  returnable  in  Juttf^  The  Kiog*!  war- 
1831,  and  March,  1832,  had  been  issued  in  this  matter,  AS^;"/y.Gene- 
and  inquisitionfl  taken,  upon  which  the  jury  had  found  n\'»  consent, 
certain  debts  due  from  the  East  India  Company  to  the  oTmoney  ITdie 
defendant    The  plaintLBT  petitioned  that  the  money  raised  I'hertff  undl^  a 
by  the  sheriff  might  be  paid  to  him  in  satisfaction  of  capias  uHaga- 

«r  *  him,  do  not 

his  debt  and  costs ;  and  on  the  19th  of  June,  1832,  the  amount  to  an 
usual  warrant  and  consent  of  the  Attorney-General,  to  that^moneyT 
an  order  in  compliance  with  such  petition,  was  obtained.  ^*»«'c]h«y  "« 

*  *  '  granted  m  ig- 

On  the  4th  of  July,  the  personal  representatives  of  the  de-  norance  of  the 
fendant,  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  defendant  had  died  fendant;  and 
at  Paris,  on  the  30th  of  ilfoy  preceding,  and  that  the  jSca^bTwa*"" 
deponent  had  seen  him  in  his  coffin,  obtained  a  Baron's  pre>entatiTet, 

,       .  •Ill  iuggetting  the 

order  to  stay  the  money  m  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  untH  death,  win  stay 
the  10th  of  November,  that  in  the  mean  time  he  might  Larder  "fo/the 
have  an  opportunity  of  pleading  that  the  defendant  had  Sllf  feet  ofihe^ 

died.    That  plea  having  been  entered  on  the  roll—  death  »  deter- 

mined on  an 
issue  taken  on 

Wray  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  personal  repre-  **"A.n  affidavit 
sentatives,  that  the  order  by  the  Court,  on  the  Attor-  stating  that  the 

defendant  died 

ney-General's  consent  for  the  payment  of  the  money,  on  such  a  day, 

and  that  the 
deponent  had 
seen  him  in  his 
coffin,  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  reversing  an  outlawry,  where  the  defendant  dies  ahroad;  and 
the  ordinary  rule  that  there  must  be  a  certificate  from  the  minister  of  the  parish  where  the  party 
died  or  was  buried,  does  not  apply. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,    might  be    further  stayed.      He    contended,  that,  until 

such  order,  the  plaintifF  was  not  entitled  to  the  money; 
and  therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  had  died  as  suggested,  the 
defendants  representatives  were  entitled  to  judgment*  of 
amaveas  manus.  That,  as  the  Attomey-Greneral  bad  two 
months  either  to  confess  or  deny  the  death,  it  was  essen- 
tial that  no  order  should  be  made  until  the  fact  of  the 
death,  and  the  time  at  which  it  happened,  were  ascer- 
tained. 

Jervis,  contrA,  insisted  that  this  application  was  too 
late,  inasmuch  as  the  warrant  from  the  Treasury  and  the 
Attorney-General's  consent  were  an  appropriation  of  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff.  He  further  objected,  that  the 
aflSdavit  of  the  death  was  insufficient,  and  that,  in  order  to 
reverse  an  outlawry  on  death,  there  must  be  a  certificate 
from  a  minister  of  the  parish  where  the  party  died  or  was 
buried,  as  well  as  an  affidavit  of  his  death  by  some  per- 
son acquainted  with  him,  who  was  present  at  his  burial ; 
and  cited  TidcTs  Practice^  144,  9th  edition. 

Lord  JiYNDHURST,  C.  B. — If  the  fact  of  the  previous 
death  of  the  party  outlawed  had  been  known^  the  war- 
rant and  the  Attorney-Generars  consent  would  not  have 
been  granted.  They  do  not  amount  to  an  appropriation ; 
because,  that  which  is  done  by  the  Crown  under  a  mis- 
take, is  to  be  considered  as  though  it  had  not  been  done 
at  all.  The  circumstances  here  account  for  this  mistake, 
and  they  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  such  proofs  of  the 
death  as  in  ordinary  cases  the  Court  requires.  How  can 
a  certificate  of  the  death  be  obtained  from  the  minister  of 
the  parish,  when  a  party  dies  in  France?  If  the  plaintiff 
disputes  the  fact  of  the  death,  he  may  traverse  the  plea. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  granted. 
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ExcK  of  Pleatt 
1832. 

PiGGOTT  V.  Kemp  and  Others.  ^" — v—— ' 

iXSSAULT  and  battery.  in  an  action  of 

The  fifth  plea8tated,thatone  ./bAii £as/o  andone  Samuel  "^^^l^^^" 
BuUen,  before  and  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  iBagoodrepii- 
were  possessed  of  a  certain  dwelling-bouse  and  closci  witb  ttatiiigthat/.& 
the  appurtenances^  situate  and  being  at  Mulbarton,  in  the  ^ILsessedoflT 
county  of  Norfolk;  and  being  so  possessed  thereof^  the  ^i^'^^-S^ 
said  plaintiff  just  before  and  at  the  several  times  when,  making  noise, 
I  &c.  (to  wit),  on  &c.,  was  unlawfully  in  possession  of  the  fendan^,  aa^ 

said  dwelling-house,  and  with  force  and  arms  making  a  JJJJ*^  V^m^ 
great  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  at  the  said  times  ^7  ^«^  com- 
when,  &c.  was  therein  making  such  noise  and  disturbance  edhimtodepart, 
without  the  leave  or  licencci  and  against  the  will  of  the  thweupond^' 
said  John  Easto  and  Samuel  Bullen;  and,  thereupon,  the  Pendants,  as  the 

•  »ii»i  1  n    t  •  t     r  servants  of /.J5. 

said  defendants,  as  the  servants  of  the  said  John  Easto  md  S.B,,  gent- 
and  Samuel  Bullen,  and  by  their  command,  then  and  there  &c.,andbeawse 
requested  the  said  plaintiff  to  cease  making  his  said  noise  E^'^^fJ!^^ 
and  disturbance,  and  to  go  and  depart  from  and  out  of  the  » servants,  &&, 
said  dwelling-house  and  close,  which  the  said  plaintiff  then  mand,  &c,  a 
and  there  wholly  refused  to  do,  whereupon  the  said  de-  ^'*^*  ^^^'  *^ 
fendants,  as  the  servants  of  the  said  John  Easto  and  ^Sb- 
muel  Bullen,  and  by  their  command,  in  the  defence  of 
the  possession  of  the  said  last-mentioned  dwelling-house, 
gently  laid  their  hands  on  the  said  plaintiff  in  order  to  re- 
move him  from  the  said  dwelling-house;  and  because  be 
the  said  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  armed  with  divers, 
(to  wit),  two  loaded  pistols,  and  then  and  there  assaulted 
the  said  defendants  with  the  said  pistols,  and  used  violent 
and  menacing  language  and  gesture,  and  put  them,  the 
said  defendants,  in  alarm  and  peril  of  their  lives,  they, 
the  said  defendants,  in  order  to  protect  and  defend  them- 
selves, and  because  they  could  not  otherwise  protect  them- 
selves, wrested  and  took  the  said  pistols  from  the  said 
plaintiff,  and,  in  so  doing,  necessarily  and  unavoidably 
seized  and  laid  hold  of  the  said  plaintiff  by  bis  arms,  and 
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B  fitde  9qpeeatA  the  mune,  and  necessarily  and  unavoidably 
gave  and  struck  the  said  plaintiff  a  fewUows  and  strokes, 
and  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  shook,  «nd  gently 
pulled  about  him  the  said  plaintiff,  and  necessarily  and 
unavoidably  a  little  rent,  tore,  and  damaged  the  clothes 
and  wearing  apparel  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  necessarily 
and  unavoidably  a  little  beat,  bruised,  wounded,  and  ill- 
treated  him  the  said  pluntiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  da- 
mage to  the  said  plaintiff  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  which 
are  the  said  supposed  trespasses.  Sec.  &c. 

Replication  de  injuria. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning,  for  causes,  duplicity  and 
the  involving  of  authority  and  title  in  the  issue. 

Byle9f  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  plea  contains 
no  fewer  than  eight  distinct  allegations,  on  proof  of  every 
one  of  which  the  defendants  are  put  by  the  reptication. 
The  defendants  must  go  to  trial  prepared  to  prove  every 
averment;  but  the  plaintiff  may  concentrate  his  evidence 
for  the  disproof  of  any  one,  and  the  defendants  have  no 
means  of  knowing  which  the  plaintiff  intends  to  dispute. 
This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Robinson  w.  Raley  (a), 
OBrien  v.  Saxon  {b)^   and  Setty  v.  Bardon8{c)\  for,  in 
each  of  those  cases,  the  subject-matter  of  the  plea  might 
be  reduced  to  one  proposition,  whereas,  here  the  plea  al- 
leges many  distinct  matters,  not  reducible  to  any  single 
proposition.    Besides,  in  the  last  case.  Lord  Tenierden 
differed  from  the  rest  of  the  Court.    [Bayley^  J. — ^After 
Selby  V.  Bardans,  it  is  too  late  to  contend  that  the  involv- 
ing several  matters,  amounting  to  one  defence,  in  the  issue, 
is  any  objection  to  a  replication  de  infuria.     Lord  Lymd- 
hurst ^  C.  B. — Is  there  any  doubt  except  on  the  point  as  to 
the  command.    This  is  the  constant  method  of  replying 
where  possession  only  is  pleaded.]     Besides  the  multifa- 

(a)  1  Bur.  316.  (6)  2  B.  &  C.  906;  4  D.  &  R.  679. 

(c)  3  B.  &  Ad.  19. 
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riousness  of  the  issue,  there  are  two  other  objectioiw.  £«e*.  rf  pim«» 
Fir9t^   that   the  issue  involves  authority  and  conunand; 
and,  secondly,  that  it  involves  title  to  laud. 

First,  it  involves  authority  and  command.  [Bayley,  J«— 
The  authority  whicbi  according  to  Crogaie*s  case  (a), 
most  not  be  mvolved  in  the  issue,  is  an  audiority  from  the 
plaintiff  not  from  a  stranger.]  That  distinction  is  not 
supported  by  the  authorities.  There  are  authorities  both 
before  and  after  CrogaUfscBae,  in  which  it  has  been  held, 
that  authority  from  a  stranger  cannot  be  so  traversed*— 
**  Rescofu  against  two.  Plea — One  R,  levies  a  plaint  to 
the  sheriff  to  summon  the  plaintiff  for  the  same  beasts, 
and  to  take  them ;  whereupon  the  sheriff  made  a  warrant 
of  deliverance  to  the  same  defendants  to  make  deliverance, 
by  which  they  made  deliverance  by  force  of  the  warrant; 
judgment  if  &c.  Replication — de  ityuridi  and,  by  award 
of  the  Court,  HiU,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  an* 
swer  the  special  matter^  notwithstanding  that  it  was  not  of 
record.  Wherefore,  Hill  says,  of  their  own  wrong,  withp 
out  this,  that  they  had  a  warrant  from  the  sheriff;  and 
they  go  to  issue."  18  Ric.  2,  Pitxkerberfs  Abridgment  '*  I»- 
sue,*'  163.  **  Trespass.  The  defendant  says  that  the  aiice»- 
tor  of  the  plaintiff  holds  of  J.  N.  by  knight's  service;  and 
he,  by  commandment  of  J.  M,  took  the  aforesaid  plaintiff 
as  ward.  The  plaintiff  shall  not  say  de  son  tort  demesne, 
but  de  son  tort  demesne,  without  this,  that  J.  N.  command- 
ed the  plaintiff/'  Brake's  Abridgment  *'  De  son  tort;'  42. 
The  Stat,  of  sewers,  S3  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  s.  1 1,  seems  also  to  be 
a  legislative  declaration  of  the  law  to  the  same  effect — *'  If 
any  action  of  trespass  shall  be  brought  against  any  person 
acting  by  authority  of  the  commission,  the  defendant  may 
avow  and  justify  that  the  trespass  was  by  authority  of  the 
eemmtssion ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  shall  be  admitted  to 
reply,  that  the  defendant  did  the  act  or  trespass  in  his  own 

(a)  8  Coke  Rep.  66  b. 
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Exeh.  </  PUat,  wrong."    By  giving  this  general  replication  to  a  plea  of 
^  authority  from  a  stranger,  the  legislature  seems  to  have 

PioooTT       taken  it  for  granted  that  such  a  replication  would  not  have 
Keiip.        heen  good  at  common  law.     [Lord  Lyndhursi,  C*B. — 
That  might  be  to  remove  a  doubt.]    There  are  authori- 
ties to  the  same  effect  since  Crogate*s  case.    In  FincA, 
p.  395,  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  warrant  from  a  justice  of 
the  peace  cannot  be  so  traversed,  and  it  is  put  on  the 
same  ground  as  a  title  or  licence  from  the  plaintiff.     If 
such  warrant  be  matter  of  record,  Selby  v.  Bardans  is 
wrongly  decided;  if  it  be  not  matter  of  record,  this  is  a 
distinct  authority  that  command  from  a  stranger  is  not 
traversable  by  the  common  replication.    In  Chancey  v. 
Win  (a),   Lord  HoU  says,  that  when  one  justifies   by 
virtue  of  a  warrant  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  it  may 
not  be  proper  to  involve  the  warrant  in  the  issue.     In 
Jones  V.  Kitchen  (&),  Eyre^  C.  J.,  says,  this  replication 
is  not  allowed  if  the  plea  relate  to  any  commandment*  This 
dictum  is  cited  as  law  by  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  in  S  Wms. 
Sound*  (c).     And  all  the  text  books  lay  it  down  that  com- 
mandment generally  cannot  be  involved  in  the  issue.  Doe- 
trina  Placitandi  (d).    **  If  a  man  justify  by  warrant  of  an- 
other, de  ifffuria  is  no  plea  (^).'*  The  precedents,  too,  are 
the  same  way,  for  where  one  justifies  in  his  own  right,  and 
another  as  his  servant,  it  is  usual  to  protest  the  command. 

Besides,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  any  reason  why  au- 
thority from  a  stranger  should  be  put  on  a  different  foot- 
ing from  authority  derived  from  the  plaintiff.  In  both 
cases  two  distinct  matters,  the  fact  of  the  authority  and 
the  pursuance  of  it,  are  necessarily  involved  in  the  issue. 

Secondly s  this  traverse  involves  title  to  land.  It  involves 
first  the  title  of  Easto  and  BuUen.  It  may  be  conceded 
that  the  fact  of  actual  possession  is  traversable  by  the  ge- 

(a)  12  Mod.  580.  {d)  Page  113. 

(6)  1  B.  &  P.  80.  {t)  \  Chitty  on  PI.  514;  Ste- 

(c)  295  b.  phen  on  PI.  204. 
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neral  replication ;  but  the  right  of  possessioni  or,  in  other  ^^^  ^'*<" 
words,  a  possessory  title,  is  not  so,  nor  any  interest  in  land, 
however  inconsiderable.  Crogate*s  case,  2nd  Resolution. 
Now  it  does  not  appear  from  the  plea  that  Easio  and  But' 
len  were  actually  on  the  land,  but  rather  the  contrary,  for 
it  is  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  {a).  Be- 
sides, unless  Easio  and  BuUen  were  rightfully  in  posses- 
sion, the  command  is  no  defence.  The  possession  alleged 
by  them  is  therefore  merely  a  right  of  possession,  t.  e.  a 
possessory  title,  and,  therefore,  not  thus  traversable.  This 
is  the  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  case  of  Hall 
V.  Gerrard  (6),  where  it  was  held,  that  the  fact  of  posses- 
sion was  traversable;  for  there  it  appeared  on  the  plea 
that  the  person,  in  whom  possession  was  alleged  to  be,  was 
actually  on  the  land. 

The  issue  involves,  secondly,  the  title  of  the  plaintiff, 
for  it  is  alleged  that  he  was  unlawfully  in  possession. 
This  allegation  he  denies,  putting  thus  in  issue  both  the 
fact  and  the  legality  of  his  possession,  in  other  words  his 
possessory  title  to  the  land.  In  neither  of  these  cases  is 
the  title  mere  inducement,  as  in  Taylor  v.  Markham  (c), 
but  of  the  substance  of  the  plea,  and  necessary  to  be  proved. 
[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  only  doubt  is  on  the  point 
as  to  the  command.] 

B*  Andrews,  corUrh. — The  command  was  involved  in  the 
issue  in  Selby  v.  Bardons.  That  case,  therefore,  is  an  au- 
thority on  the  question  of  the  command  as  well  as  on  that 
of  the  multiplicity  of  the  facts  in  issue.  Chancey  v.  Win 
is  a  direct  authority.  [Bayley,  B. — In  that  case  some  of 
the  defendants  justified  as  servants.]  In  the  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury  v.  Kemp{d),  Coke  said,  that  de  injurid  is 

(a)  It  WS8  subsequently  agreed  noise,  &c.  &c. 
that  the  arj^ument  should  pro-         (6)  Latch,  221. 
cced  as  if  the  plea  had  been  in  the         (c)  Yelv.  16?. 
common  form,  that  the  plaintiff         {d)  1  Cro.  Eliz.  539. 
was  wrongfully  there  making  great 

VOL.  I.  P 
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Ejcch,  &f  Pleat,  not  any  plea  where  the  defendant  makes  justification  by 

claiming  an  interest  in  the  freehold  to  himself;  but  where 
one  claims  not  any  interest,  bui  justifies  by  command  or 
authority  derived  from  another,  it  is  otherwise.  In  Doe- 
trina  Plaeitandi  (a)  the  distinction  is  taken  between  an 
authority  derived  mediately  or  immediately  from  the  plain- 
tiflP  himself,  and  one  derived  from  another.  The  command 
of  the  plaintiff  is  in  itself  a  defence,  whilst  the  command 
of  another  person  is  only  one  of  a  whole  series  of  facts 
which  constitute  one  defence. 

The  authorities  cited  on  the  other  side  shew  that  the 
command  could  not  be  traversed  at  all,  which  had  been 
held  as  the  law  in  actions  of  trespass  guare  clausum/regit, 
until  the  contrary  was  decided  in  Chambers  y.  Donaldson  (b). 

In  the  present  case,  the  plea  consists  of  mere  matter  of 

excuse.     [Bayley,  B. — It  would  come  to  this,  that,  in  an 

action  against  master  and  servant,  there  might  be  a  ge- 

.  neral  traverse  of  the  plea  against  the  one  and  not  against 

the  other.] 

The  Court  expressed  a  very  strong  opinion  that  the  re- 
plication was  good,  whereupon*— 

Byles  obtained  leave  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and^ — 

Amend,  upon  payment  of  costs. 
(a)  Pafre  115.  (6)  11  East,  65. 
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Eseh,  cf  Pleats 
1832. 

Harrison  r.  Bennett.  '^ 

X  HIS  cause  was  tried  before  Bolland,  B.,  at  the  Sum-  When,  during 
mer  Assizes,  at  Chester,  1831.     The  jury,  having  retired  caiue,oneof  the 
to  consider  their  verdict,  returned  and  found  a  verdict  for  i'^i^'e'^^jef ' 
the  plaintiff,  with  no  damages.    The  learned  Judge  di-  Ji"^"  v«re  ac- 

oordingly  dis- 

rected  the  jury  to  reconsider  their  verdict;  and  as  they  charged;  and  a 
were  again  retiring,  one  of  the  jury  absconded.    After  H^^ards  ^^ 
diligent  inquiry  he  could  not  be  found,  and  the  defendant  ^^®°  ^  ▼erdict 
proposed  to  take  the  verdict  of  the  eleven  jurors.    The  the  plaintiff:— 
plaintiff  would  not  consent,  and  the  other  jurors  were  ac-  plaintiff  was  en*. 
cordingly  discharged.  ^u  .^fte'tot 

The  cause  was  again  tried  at  the  foUowing  Spring  As-  trial. 
sizes,  before  Bosanquetf  J.,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff.     The  Master  doubted  whether  he  could 
allow  the  costs  of  the  first  trial,  on  which — 

lAoyd  moved  for  a  rule  to  review  the  taxation.  Against 
which — 

J.  Jervis  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that,  as  neither 
party  was  in  fault,  the  costs  should  be  borne  equally  be- 
tween them,  more  particularly  as  the  defendant  had  offered 
to  take  the  verdict  with  the  eleven  jurors.  He  referred  to 
the  case  of  Rowe  v.  Brenton,  MSS.,  in  which  the  trial  had 
miscarried  in  consequence  of  the  illness  of  a  juror,  and 
each  party  had  borne  his  own  costs. 

Uoyd^  canirdf  submitted,  that  the  finding  of  the  jury 
on  the  second  trial  shewed  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  just 
demand;  and,  as  by  resisting  that  demand  the  defendant 
had  driven  the  plaintiff  to  trial,  he  was  in, fault,  and  was 
answerable  for  the  consequences.  He  assimilated  this  to 
the  case  where  the  cause  is  made  a  remanet^  without  the 
fault  of  either  party,  Ti^U^  Practice,  758, 9th  edition;  and 
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Exch,  of  Pleat, 
11532. 


Harrison. 
Bennctt. 


observed,  that  the  decision  of  the  Master  in  the  case  of 
Howe  V.  Brenton  had  been  acquiesced  in,  without  an 
application  to  the  Court. 

Cur.  adv»  vuU, 


Lord  Lynohurst,  C.  B. — ^The  plaintiff  was  not  bound 
to  take  the  verdict  of  eleven  jurors;  and  as  the  finding  of 
the  second  jury  shews  that  the  defendant,  by  resisting  the 
demand  of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  cause  of  the  litigation,  he 
must  be  answerable  for  the  consequences,  and  pay  the 
costs  of  the  first  trial. 

Rule  absolute. 


In  a  count  for 
trespass  and  as- 
sault, the  defen- 
dant pleaded  a 
justification  in 
defence  of  a 
dwelling-house, 
with  an  aver- 
ment "  which  is 
the  same  tres- 
pass &c."  and 
concluded  with 
9iir9iStTtt,ahtque 
hoe  that  he  was 
guilty  elsewhere 
than  in  the 
dwelling-house: 
— Held,  that  the 
qua  eti  eadem 
was  sufficient, 
and  that  the 
traverse  was 
surplusage,  and 
bad  on  special 
demurrer. 


Hembro  p.  Bailey  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  an  assault,  and  the 
venue  was  laid  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  without  specify- 
ing any  parish  or  place. 

Amongst  other  pleas,  there  was  one  justifying  the  as- 
sault in  defence  of  the  possession  of  a  house  of  the  de- 
fendant Bailey,  "  situate  in  the  county  aforesaid,**  and 
the  plea  concluded  with  an  averment  as  follows  '*  which 
are  the  said  supposed  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part 
of  this  plea  mentioned,  and  whereof  the  said  plaintiff 
hath  complained  against  the  said  defendants;  without 
this,  that  the  said  defendants  were  guilty  of  the  said 
supposed  trespasses,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  elsewhere 
than  in  the  said  dwelling-house  situate  as  aforesaid,"  and 
this  they  are  ready  to  verify,  &c.  To  this  plea  there  was 
a  special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  amongst  other 
things,  that  it  traversed  what  was  not  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration, and  that  it  contained  an  immaterial  traverse, 
and  that  it  traversed  what  was  not  properly  traversable. 
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FoUettf  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  contended  that  the  ^^\^^^^* 
averment  of  the  trespasses  justified  being  the  same  as 
were  complained  of,  was  an  averment  that  they  took  place 
in  the  dwelling-house  and  not  elsewhere,  and  that  the  addi- 
tion of  a  traverse  of  the  defendants  being  guilty  elsewhere 
was  at  least  surplusage,  and  therefore  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer; and  referred  to  Hargravev,  Ward  (^a)f  and  Court- 
nejf  ▼.  Satchwell  (6),  and  particularly  to  Mellor  v.  fFal- 
ker  (c),  and  the  authorities  there  collected  by  Serjeant 
IViliiams,  and  the  note  of  the  editors  in  the  edition  by 
Paitesan  and  Williams,  as  shewing  that  the  averment  of 
the  qwB  est  eadem  would  be  now  held  sufficient  without 
the  addition  of  the  absque  hoc. 

Erlfff  conird^  contended  that  this  was  a  local  justifica- 
tion to  a  transitory  trespass;  and  that  to  such  a  justifica- 
tion,  a  traverse  of  the  alleged  trespasses  having  been  com- 
mitted elsewhere  than  within  the  limits  to  which  the  local 
justification  extended  was  necessary;  and  that  in  the 
same  note  of  Serjeant  Williams^  two  reasons  were  assigri* 
ed  for  this  strictness  in  the  plea^  one  that  it  might  appear 
to  the  Court  that  the  defendant  acted  under  the  authority 
of  the  law^  and  the  other  to  ascertain  with  correctness  the 
place  of  the  justification  to  which  the  venire  facias  is  to  be 
awarded ;  that  the  precedents  from  the  time  of  Elizabelh 
were  uniform  in  requiring  the  traverse,  which  precedents 
were  referred  to  in  the  same  note  (</);  and  he  relied  particu- 
larly on  Co.  Litt.  282.  b.,  Peacock  v.  Peacock  (^),  and  Dame 
Madicins  case  (/) ;  that^  although  the  reason  relating  to  the 
awarding  of  the  venire  facias  no  longer  existed,  since  the 
4  Ann,  c.  16,  directing  the  venire  facias  to  be  awarded  out 
of  the  body  of  the  county,  still  it  had  been  decided  that 

(a)  Lut.  1467.  (rf)  In  2  Saund.  6. 

{b)  1  Str.  694.  (c)  Cro.  Eliz.  706. 

(c)  2  Saund.  6,  n.  3.  (/)  1  Sid.  293. 
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Eah.  ^I'bM. 
1832. 

John  Whbelbr,  naintifi'. 

William  Duke,  Gbokqk  Duke,  Johk  Liootwood  and 
Sarah  bu  Wife,  John  Dokb  and  Eluabeth  Dokb, 
William  Duke  the  younger,  Elizabktb  Liohtwood, 
Thomas  Liqhtwood,  William  Ddkb,  son  of  Georob 
Duke,  George  Dock  the  younger,  Sarah  Duke,  Jobm 
IhiKB  the  younger,  Mart  Ann  Ditke,  Maria  Duke, 
Ann  Clements,  and  Ann  Dose,  widow. 

Defendants. 
Bj  nMirbft       X  HE  Master  of  the  Rolls  sent  the  following  case  for  the 
wu  eoanjtd  lo  Opinion  of  this  Court : — 

uwmNIm  b!l^  George  Duke  (since  deceased)  being  seised  in  fee  pre- 
iMiidfgrliA,  vious  to,  and  in  contemplation  of,  his  marriage  with  Anm 
after  bU  dc-  Gtope,  now  the  defendant  Ann  Duke,  by  indentures  of 
the  irift  raniT-  lo^e  and  release,  bearing  date  respectively  the  Snd  and 
^••^  il^  3"^  •^■y"  "^f  '^P"''  '82S,  between  the  said  George  Duke  of 
tliM  dw  itib  the  first  part,  the  said  Ann  Grote  of  the  second  part,  and 
Ui.ptryitA;  ^^  'B>^  Ann  CUments,  the  plaintiff  JoAn  Wheeler,  Thomas 
'^n^^tiht  Harriton  (since  deceased),  and  the  defendant   WiUiam 

tnutcci  iboold,    Duke,  the  son  of  the  said  George  Duke,  of  the  third 

from  lime  M  a  ■ 

dme,  and  M  all    part,  reciting  that  the  said  George  Duke  was  seised  io 

'  fee  of  a  piece  of  land  and  sixteen  messuages  or  dwelling- 


the^'ile'tft^  "^  *'°""*  which  he  had  erected  thereon,  and  premises  i 

and  ntrj  the  Wolmer  Lane,  in  Birmineham,  beino;  the  premises  there- 

chUd  IDd  child-  ,  ,  ,  ,,  °         .  .,,.., 

renarhiifarmer  by  released ;  and  that  a  marriage  was  intended  to  be  bad 

^'b'^'d'  *"^  solemnized  by  and  between  the  said  George  Duke 
B.F.,  a.  H.,  |i„j  ^„n  Groves  and  that  it  was  acreed  by  and  between 
and  1.  jr.,  and  i^,  i     a        /-• 

ilieir  iHue  law-  the  said  George  Duke  and  Ann  Grove,  upon  the  treaty  of 

and^'to  b«  be-      the  said  marriage,  that,  in  case  the  said  Ann  Grote,  the 

gotten,  equally 

to  be  divided 

between  and  anangit  Ihem  In  equal  ihitei  and  proportioi]*,  at  tenaou  in  commoD.  and  not  ai 

Joint  tenanti,  and  Kit,  htr,  or  their  rtipeclivt  itiuei  i^Htld,  that  the  fire  children  took  etutei  ht 

lITt,  and  that  no  eitate  wa*  taken  bf  grandchildren  bom  alter  the  Mitlement  and  before  the  death 

of  iha  ieltlor,  the  buiband,  or  by  giandchildren  bom  alter  bli  death. 
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said  intended  wifSe  of  the  said  George  Duke,  should  sur-  Steh.  of  pu^t 

1832. 
vive  him  the  said  George  Duke,  she  should  receive*  out 

of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  sixteen  messuages  or 
dwelling-houses  erected  upon  the  said  piece  of  land,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life*  the  sum  of  I4«. 
per  week;  and  that  the  residue  Df  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  said  sixteen  messuages  or  dwelling-houses 
firom  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  George  Duke, 
should  be  equally  divided  between  and  amongst  the  then 
children  of  the  said  George  Duke  by  his  former  wife, 
namely,  William,  George,  Sarah,  John,  and  EUMobeth, 
and  their  issue;  and  for  which  purpose  the  said  George 
Duke  had  agreed  to  grant  and  convey  the  said  piece  of 
land,  sixteen  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  and  premises, 
upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  several  ends,  intents,  and  pur- 
poses hereinafter  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of 
and  concerning  the  same :  He,  the  said  George  Duke,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  contemplation 
and  prospect  of  the  said  marriage,  and  for  the  purposes 
of  making  a  provision  for  the  said  Ann  Grove,  in  case  the 
said  marriage  should  take  effect,  and  she  should  survive 
hun;   and  also  in  consideration  of  lOs.  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  George  Duke  by  the  said  Ann  Clements,  John 
Wheeler,  Thomas  Harrison,  and  William  Duke;  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  released,  and  confirmed  unto  the  said 
Ann  Clements,  John   Wheeler,   Thomas  Harrison,  and 
William  Duke,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  said  pre- 
mbes  in  Walmer  Lane  hereby  released,  to  hold  the  same 
with  their  appurtenants  unto  the  said  Ann  Clements,  John 
Wheeler,  Thomas  Harrison,  and   William  Duke,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  To  the  use  of  the  said  George 
Duke,  during  his  life;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  George  Duke,  in  case  the  said  Ann  Grove,  his 
said  then  intended  wife,  should  survive  him  and  be  then 
living,  To  the  use,  intent,  and  purpose  that  the  said 
Ann  Grove,  the  then  intended  wife  of  the  said  George 
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Exeh.  of  Pteat,  Duke  ot  her  assigns,  should,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all 

times  during  her  life,  from  and  out  of  the  said  yearly  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  premises,  receive  the  sum  of 
14«.  weekly  and  every  week,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own 
sole  use  and  benefit;  and^  subject  thereto,  that  the  said 
Ann  Clements^  John  Wheeler^  Thomas  Harrison^  and 
WiUiam  Duke,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should,  from 
time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  stand  possessed 
of  the  residue  of  the  said  clear  yearly  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  sixteen  messuages, 
dwelling-houses,  and  premises,  to  the  use  of  ail  and  every 
the  child  or  children  of  the  said  George  Duke  by  his 
former  wife,  namely,  WiUiam  Duke,  George  Duke,  Sarah 
Duke,  John  Duke,  and  Elizabeth  Duke,  and  their  issue 
lawfully  begotten  and  to  be  begotten,  equally  to  be  divid- 
ed between  or  amongst  them  in  equal  shares  and  propor- 
tions, as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and 
his,  her,  or  their  respective  issue;  and  from  and  after  the 
death  of  the  said  Ann  Orove,  the  intended  wife  of  the  said 
George  Duke,  upon  further  trust  that  they,  the  said  Ann 
Clements,  John  Wheeler,  Thomas  Harrison,  and  William 
Duke,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall,  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  stand  possessed  of  the 
said  weekly  sum  of  14«.  /  In  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child 
and  children  of  the  said  George  Duke  by  the  said  Ann 
Grove,  his  intended  wife,  which  shall  be  living  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  said  Ann  Grove,  and  the  said  William 
Duke,  George  Duke  the  son,  Sarah  Duke,  John  Duke, 
and  Elizabeth  Duke,  or  their  issue  lawfully  begotten  and 
to  be  begotten,  share  and  share  alike.  And  in  case  there 
shall  be  no  child  or  children  of  the  marriage  of  the  said 
George  Duke  the  father  and  the  said  Ann  Grove,  or  in 
case  of  there  being  such,  and  all  of  them  shall  die  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  living  at  the  decease  of  the  said  Ann 
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Exch.  ofPUat, 
1832. 

GoMP£RTz  r.  Denton. 

JjLSSUMPSIT  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse  excbang-  Tfae  purchaser 
ed  for  another  horse  with  301  paid  as  the  difference  ^^er'for"'" 
of  value,  with  counts  for  soods  sold  and  delivered,  and  brewhofawar- 

**  ranty,  m  aa  ac- 

money  had  and  received.    At  the  trials  the  plaintiff  reco*  tion  for  damages 
▼ered  48/.  8«.  6dl    The  plaintiff  had  held .  the  defendant  no/sue'onTiM 
to  bail  for  90/.    A  rule  had  been  obtained  by  HoU,  call-  ^^^^^'^^ . 

^  '  countSi  as  00  a 

ing  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  ^^^^  of  the 

original  oonsi* 

not  be  allowed  his  costs  pursuant  to  the  statute  43  Geo.  3,  deration,  unless 
c.  46,  6. 3.  It  appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  aflSdavits  in  lu^i^rnln  the' 
opposition  to  the  rule,  that  the  arrest  was  made  for  60/.,  onp^ai  *«'««- 

meat  for  re- 

the  price  and  value  of  a  horse,  and  30/.  money  paid,  being  scinding  the 
the  difference  in  exchange  for  another  horse  of  the  defen<-  such  event,  or 
dant's,  valued  at  90/.,  warranted  sound ;  that  the  defen-  S"^*"*,^?.?"' 

'  '  '  ties  suDsequent- 

dant*8  horse  proved  to  be  unsound,  and  the  plaintiff  took  ly  agree  to  re- 

,  sond,  or  unless 

him  back  to  the  defendant,  offering  to  rescind  the  con-  the  case  be  one 
tract;  that  the  defendant  at  first  was  willing  to  do  so;  but  therefore, ^ere 
they  subsequently  quarrelled,  and  no  final  agreement  was  "  °**  *Sbf"*^** 
come  to  between  the  parties.  cause  within  43 

Geo,  3,  c.  46,  for 
holding  to  bail 

R.  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  question  here  »»  «  case  not 

1.1  itii  within  those  ex- 

is,  whether  the  plamtiff  had  reasonable  and  probable  cause  ceptions. 
for  making  thb  arrest.  The  plaintiff  rescinded  the  con- 
tract, and,  therefore,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  the  amount  which  he  had  given  him  for  the 
horse  in  question.  [Bayley^  B. — One  party  cannot  re- 
scind the  contract  unless  the  other  party  agrees  to  it.] 
But  suppose  he  was  not  strictly  entitled  to  do  so,  the  plain- 
tiff might  still  have  a  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for 
making  the  arrest.  In  Turner  v.  Prince  (a),  Best^  C.  J.,  says 
— "  I  do  not  say  that  the  Court  will  in  no  case  grant  a 
rule  to  give  the  defendant  his  costs,  where  the  arrest  is  for 

(a)  5  Bing.  191;  S,  C.  2  M.  &  P.  306. 
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BMA.qfPi$at,  Duke,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
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heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shaQ  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  messuages,  tene- 
ments, or  dwelling-houses,  buildings,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  and  the  same  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  mes- 
suages, tenements,  or  dwelling-houses,  buildings,  heredita- 
ments, and  premises,  Upon  trust  for  the  right' heirs  of 
the  said  George  Duke  the  elder  for  ever,  and  to  and  for 
no  other  trust,  and  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever. 

The  said  George  Duke,  the  settlor,  died  on  or  about 
the   gist  November,    1827.     The  said  Wittiam  Duke, 
George  Duke,  Sarah,  now  the  wife  of  John  Lighiwood, 
John  Duke  and  Elizabeth  Duke,  who  were  the  children  of 
the  said  George  Duke  by  his  former  marriage,  are  still 
living.    None  of  them  had  any  issue  bom  at  the  date  of 
the  said  indenture  of  settlement ;  but,  between  that  time 
and  the  death  of  the  settlor,  the  following  issue  of  the 
children  of  the  said  George,  by  his  former  marriage,  were 
bom,  that  is  to  say,   William  Duke,  the  younger  son  of 
WilUam  Duke,  Elizabeth,  daughter  of  Sarah  Lighiwood, 
William  Duke,   George  Duke,  Sarah  Duke,  and  John 
Duke,  children  of  George  Duke,  making  six  grandchil- 
dren of  the  settlor,  bom  between  the  date  of  the  said  in- 
denture of  settlement  and  his  death.     Since  the  death  of 
George  Duke,  the  settlor,  the  said  Sarah  Lightwood  has 
had  another  child,  namely,  Thomas  Lightwood;  and  the 
said  John  Duke,  the  son  of  the  settlor,  has  had  issue  two 
children,  namely,  Mary  Duke  and  Maria  Duke;  and  the 
said  George  Duke  has  had  issue  one  child,  not  yet  chris- 
tened, making  four  grandchildren  bom  after  his  death. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  whe- 
ther any  and  what  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  piece  of 
land  and  sixteen  houses  and  premises,  erected  by  the  said 
George  Duke  thereon,  passed  by  the  said  indenture  of  set- 
tlement, bearing  date  the  2nd  and  3rd  April,  1818,  to  the 
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said  fVilUam  Duke,  George  Duke,  Sarah  Lighiwood,  fixeA.  of  PUat, 
John  Duke,  and  EUxabeth  Duke — whether  any  and  what 
estate  and  interest  in  the  said  piece  of  land  and  sixteen 
bouses  and  premises,  passed  by  the  said  indenture  of  set- 
tlement to  WUUam  Duke,  son  of  William  Duke,  Elizch 
heih  lAghiwood,  William  Duke,  George  Duke,  Sarah 
Duke,  and  John  Duke,  children  of  George  Duke,  being 
the  six  grandchildren  of  the  said  Oeorge  Duke,  the  settlor, 
who  were  bom  between  the  date  of  the  said  indentures  of 
settlement  and  his  death — Whether  any  and  what  estate 
and  interest  in  the  said  piece  of  land  and  sixteen  houses 
and  premises  passed  by  the  said  indenture  of  settlement 
to  Thomas  Lighiwood,  Mary  Duke,  and  Maria  Duke,  the 
grandchildren  of  the  settlor,  who  were  bom  after  his 
death. 

Barber,  for  the  defendants  George  Duke,  Sarah  Lights 
wood,  John  Duke,  and  EUxabeth  Duke. — The  children 
may  be  argued  to  have  taken  an  estate  taiL  [Bayley,  B* 
— Without  the  word  heirs  ?]  There  is  one  case.  Galley 
y.  Barrington  (a),  in  which  an  estate  of  inheritance  was 
held  to  pass  without  the  use  of  the  word  heir*  [Bay* 
ley,  B. — The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  thought,  in  that 
case,  they  could  supply  the  word  heirs  from  the  other 
parts  of  the  settlement]  Conceding  then  that  the  chil- 
dren do  not  take  an  estate  tail,  they  all  five  clearly  take 
estates  for  life.  The  words  are  "  to  the  use  of  all  and 
every  the  child  or  children  of  O.  D.  by  his  former  wife  (nam- 
ing them)  and  their  issue."  This  clearly  gives  them  estates 
for  life.  In  Co.  lAtl.  SO.  b.  it  is  said — ^^  If  a  man  give  lands 
or  tenements  to  a  man  et  semini  sua  or  exitibus  vel  pro* 
libus  de  corpore  suo,  to  a  man  and  his  seed,  or  to  the  issues 
or  children  of  his  body,  he  hath  but  an  estate  for  life." 

(a)  10  B.  Moore,  21;  S.  C.  2  Bin)(.  38?. 
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^"^ji/''"'  I'  "  impossible  to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  this 

v.._,_'     authority.     The  remainder  here  is  given  nomtnatim  to  the 

Wbeblbk     issue.    [Bayley,  B. — Con  it  be  put  that  it  would  open 

DvKB.        to  let  in  the  issue  as  they  arise!]     The  authorities  do  not 

support  that  view  of  the  ease.     The  settlor  has  failed   as 

to  the  issue,  hut  he  has  given  the  life  estate  to  persons  an 

e$ae  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  and  capable  of  taking. 

Torriano  appeared  for  the  three  grandchildren  bom 
after  the  death  of  the  settlor. 

Koe  appeared  for  the  trustees. 

Piggott  for  the  heir-at-law. — ^Tbe  heir-at-law  takes  the 
whole.  The  deed  recites  that  the  settlor  was  seised  in 
fee;  and,  by  t)ie  settlement  in  question,  the  estate  is 
given  to  the  children  of  the  settlor  by  hb  former  wife, 
and  their  issue  lawfully  begotten  and  to  be  begotten, 
equally  to  be  divided  between  or  amongst  them,  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  his,  her,  or 
their  respective  issue.  This,  coupled  with  the  preced- 
ing words,  "  at  all  times  hereafter,"  as  to  the  seisin  of 
the  trustees,  clearly  shews  the  intention  that  the  issue 
to  the  most  remote  generation  should  take  as  purchasers. 
The  word  issue,  in  the  deed,  is  a  word  of  purchase — 
Fituherbert  v.  Heaihcote,  cited  in  Bayley  v.  MorrU  (a). 
This  intention  cannot  be  effectuated.  It  is  quite  con- 
trary to  law,  that  a  remainder,  when  it  has  once  vested 
in  possession,  should  open  so  as  to  let  in  after-bom  child- 
ren or  issue.  If  it  were  to  be  held  that  the  children  or 
issue  born  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  settlor  should 
take,  they  would  take  quite  differently  from  what  the  set- 
tlor intended  they  should.     The  present  case  is  widely 

(a)  4  VM.jun.7M- 
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different  from  the  class  of  cases  where  it  has  been  held  BtcKofPUa$^ 

1832* 
that  the  limitation  could  be  confined  to  children  or  issue 

bom  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  settlor  or  deyisor.  To 
adopt  that  construction,  it  would  be  necessary  to  reject 
altogether  the  words  **  at  all  times  hereafter."  If  these 
words  had  not  occurred  in  the  settlement,  it  might  have 
been  held  that  the  limitation  was  confined  to  children  and 
issue  bom  at  the  death  of  the  settlor*  Mogg  v.  Mogg  (a). 
By  those  words,  however,  it  clearly  appears  that  the  set* 
tlor  intended  that  all  bis  children,  grandchildren,  and 
issue  should  take.  That  intention  cannot  be  effectuated 
according  to  the  rules  of  law,  and,  therefore,  the  heir- 
at-law  is  entitled  to  the  whole. 

Cooper^  for  the  six  grandchildren  born  in  the  life-time 
of  the  settlor*  The  children  take  estates  for  life,  and  the 
grandchildren  bom  in  the  life-time  of  the  settlor  take 
precisely  the  same  estate.  No  issue  was  born  at  the  time 
of  the  settlement;  but,  under  the  description  of  issue,  the 
grandchildren  born  at  the  death  of  the  settlor  take  an 
equal  share  with  the  children  named  in  the  settlement. 
The  clause  has  provided  for  an  event  which  has  happen- 
ed, namely,  the  birth  of  grandchildren  in  the  life-time 
of  the  settlor,  during  the  pendency  of  the  life-estate.  In 
the  case  of  a  will,  it  would  be  different;  for  in  a  will  the 
word  ''issue'*  will  create  an  estate  tail,  the  word  ''issue'*  in 
a  will  being  a  word  of  limitation,  and  not  of  purchase ; 
though,  even  in  a  will,  it  may  be  a  word  of  purchase  where 
words  occur  inconsistent  with  tlie  intention  of  giving  an 
estate  tail.  Doe  v.  Blvey  (6).  The  passage  in  Co.  LitL 
which  has  been  cited,  shews  that,  in  general,  the  word  "is- 
sue" has  a  different  construction  in  a  deed  from  what  it  would 
have  in  a  will;  but,  in  the  present  case,  the  word  occurs 

(a)  1  Merivale,  664.  {h)  4  East,  313. 

VOL  r.  Q 
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Etek.  i^Pkat,  not  in  a  limitation  of  an  estate  in  pratenli,  but  by  way  of 
^  remainder,  and  the  remainder  will  open  to  let  in  all  the 
WaeBLER  issue  who  may  come  into  existence  pending  the  duratioa 
Duke.  °^  ''i^  particular  estate.  In  3  Pretlon  on  AbttracU  (a),  it 
is  said — "  Though  at  common  kw  joint  tenants  must  be 
capable  of  taking  at  one  and  the  same  timei  yet,  under  the 
learning  of  uses  and  executory  devises,  persons  may  be 
joint  tenants  who  take  at  different  times;  thus,  under  a 
devise  or  limitation  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  A.,  the 
estate  may  vest  altogether  in  one;  afterwards,  when  a 
second  child  is  born,  in  two;  and  afterwards,  on  the  birth 
of  a  third  child,  in  the  three;  and  so  on  progressively  as 
the  children  are  bom."  In  ^ecaxeot Moggy. Mogg{b), 
Lord  EldoH  acted  upon  this  doctrine.  The  word  "  is- 
sue," then,  in  the  present  case,  is  deMtgnatio  persotue,  and 
the  effect  is  the  same  as  if  the  children  and  grandchildren 
had  been  specially  named — Id  cerium  e$t  quod  cerium 
reddi  potett;  and  the  Court  can  easily  ascer^iu  who  are 
the  persons  in  existence  when  the  estate  vests  in  posses- 


Barber,  in  reply. — The  only  question  is,  whether  the 
issue  can  take.  It  is  clear,  that  by  the  deed  they  are  in- 
tended to  derive  the  estate  through  the  first  takers,  and 
not  to  participate  with  them  in  it.  There  is  no  caise  where* 
either  in  a  will  or  a  deed,  the  issue  under  such  a  limitation 
have  been  held  to  take  Jointly  with  the  first  taker.  [Lord 
Lyndkurtt,  C.  B. — According  to  my  present  impression, 
the  five  children  take  an  estate  for  life.  We  will  consider 
the  case,  and  certify  our  opinion.] 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent : — 
Taking  it  for  granted  that  the  indenture  of  settlement 
of  Snd  and  3rd  April,  1818,  vests  the  legal  estate  in  the 

(a)  Pages  67,  68.  {b)  IMerirtle,  664. 
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persons  beneficially  entitled  under  it,  (which  has  not  been  Exciu  of  pieat, 

argued  before  ub,  and  upon  which  we  express  no  opinion), 

we  are  of  opinion  that  an  estate  for  Ufe,  subject  to  the 

widow's  14«.  a  week  in  the  said  piece  of  land  and  houses, 

passed  by  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  to  the  said 

William  Duke,   George  Duke,  Sarah  Lightwood,  John 

Duke,  and  Elizabeth  Duke. 

Snd.  We  are  of  opinion,  that  no  estate  or  interest  pass- 
ed to  any  of  the  six  grandchildren  of  the  settlor,  who 
were  bom  between  the  date  of  the  settlement  and  his 
death,  or  to  the  grandchildren  born  since. 

Lyndhurst. 
J.  Bayley. 
W.  Bolland. 

J,  GURNEY. 


Baddley  v.  Oliver. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold,  work  and  labour,  and  Where  a  Judge, 
materials,  &c.     Plea — the  general  issue,  with  notice  of  pursuance  of  the 
set-off.     The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  last  Stafford  J^dTw  that^thc 
Assizes,  when  it  was  referred  to  a  gentleman  at  the  bar,  plaintiff  shall 
with  power  to  certify,  and  who  accordingly  certified  that  a  within  a  limited 
verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  1/.  9*.  Id.  ^enns^tliire^-*' 

damages.  "P<*"  entered  up 

°  ^  ^  and  execution  is 

On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  Campbell  obtained  a  issued,  the  de- 
rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defen-  precluded  from 
dant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  court^abolVto 
roll,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  pursuant  to  the  47  *'."'*'  *  ;«ggf»- 

*  *■  *  tion  to  deprive 

Geo.  3,  C.  36,  S.  1^  the  plaintiff  of 

costs,  under  an 
act  for  a  local 
Court  of  Re- 
quests, proiFided  he  comes  to  the  Court  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  next  Term. 

Semhle,  that  the  amount  found  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  not  the  sum  which  the  plaintiff 
daims  to  be  due,  is  to  be  considered  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  by  which  the 
Court  are  to  decide  whether  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  sued  in  the  Court  of  Requests. 
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tiflTs  demand    was^  thereupon,  reduced   from  the  sum  Exrh,  of  PUoi, 

of  ISiL  8s.  4^d.  to  the  sum  of  44.  Is.  Id.,  and  the  defen^- 

dant*8  set-off  was  reduced  from  the  sum  of  71.  8s.  to  the 

sum   of  2L   I2s^f   leaving  a  balance   to  the  plaintiff  of 

IL  9s.  Id,;  and  that  the  arbitrator  certified  that  a  verdict 

should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  that  amount;  that 

the  defendant's  attorney  then  objected  that  the  plaintiff 

was   not  entitled  to  costs,  but  the  arbitrator  said  that 

question  was  not  led  to  him;  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  pre- 

▼ious  agreement  not  to  delay  the  plaintiff  in  his  execution, 

the  defendant's  attorney  signed  a  consent  that  the  Judge 

should  certify  that  the  plaintiff  should  be   at  liberty  to 

issue  execution  within  a  week  from  that  time,  and  that 

the  Judge  certified  accordingly;  that  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  was 

afterwards  issued  against  the  defendant  for  6S/«  14^.  6d., 

which  was  accordingly  paid  under  protest;  that  the  de* 

fendant  had,  for  the  last  seventeen  years,  resided,  and 

still  continued  to  reside,  in  the  parish  of  Tipton,  and 

within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  appointed   by  the 

47  Geo.  3,  c.  S6,  commonly  called  the  Oldbury  Court  of 

Conscience  Act,  and  that  the  debt  due  to  the  plaintiff 

was  recoverable  in  the  said  Court  of  Requests. 

The  aflldavits  in  answer  stated,  that  the  defendant's 
attorney,  having  applied  at  the  Assizes  to  the  learned 
Judge  to  rescind  his  certificate,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs,  that  question  was  heard 
on  affidavits  before  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquei;  and  that  he, 
after  reading  the  affidavits  of  both  parties,  and  looking  at 
the  record  and  the  act  of  parliament  for  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Oldbury  Court  of  Requests,  refused  to  make 
any  order  for  rescinding  his  certificate,  giving  the  plaintiff 
liberty  to  issue  execution  within  a  week  for  his  debt  and 
costs.  The  plaintiff's  affidavit  stated  that  the  sum  really 
due  from  the  defendant  to  him,  at  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  was  121.  Is.  8|{/.,  as  set  forth  in  the  particu- 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  lars  of  his  demand ;  and  that  there  remained  the  sum  of 
1832. 
v,...^^Jl^     8/.  l&f.  7^.  justly  due  from  the  defendant  to  him,  the 

Saddle  Y      plain  tiff,  after  allowing  a  deduction  of  the  sum  of  42. 1«.  IdL 
Oliver.       allowed  by  the  arbitrator. 

R.  V.  Richards  and  FoUeti  now  shewed  cause. — First, 
this  case  does  not  come  within  the  act;  but,  Sndly,  even 
if  it  did,  the  party  has  precluded  himself  from  taking  ad- 
vantage of  it  by  entering  into  arrangements  with  the  plain- 
tiff; and,  Srdly,  the  application  is  at  all  events  too  late, 
final  judgment  having  been  signed,  and  execution  issued 
under  the  certificate  of  the  learned  Judge.  This  action 
was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  13/.  12«.  4d.^  as  that 
was  the  sum  claimed  on  the  copy  of  the  writ,  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  not  within  this  act,  the  words  of  which  are,  **  if 
any  action  for  any  debt  recoverable  in  the  said  Court  of 
Requests  (which  is  any  debt  under  5/.)  shall  be  com- 
menced in  any  other  Court,"  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  en- 
titled to  costs.  This  action  was,  therefore,  commenced  for 
a  sum  not  recoverable  in  thb  Court  of  Requests.  There 
were  claims  on  both  sides,  and  the  arbitrator  reduced  the 
claims  of  both  parties.  But  the  accounts  were  confused 
and  complicated ;  and  a  letter  of  the  defendant's  attorney 
expressly  says,  ''  the  accounts  are  so  complicated,  a  jury 
will  never  get  to  the  end  of  them."  The  plaintiff  swears 
positively  in  his  affidavit,  that  more  than  \2L  was  due  to 
him  at  the  commencement  of  the  action.  [Bayleyf  B. — We 
are  to  consider  the  demand,  not  according  to  what  you 
claim,  but  according  to  the  amount  which  you  prove — that 
has  been  expressly  held  in  Shaddick  v.  Bennett  (a).]  It 
would  be  a  great  hardship  that  a  plaintiff  who  sues  bond 
fide  for  a  debt  which  he  believes  to  be  due,  should  be 
deprived  of  his  costs;  because,   from  some  cause  over 

(a;  4B.  &  C.  769;  S.  C.  7  D.  &  R.  229. 
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which  he  has  no  control,  he  fails  to  prove  his  full  de-  ^ck.  of  PUat, 

1832. 
mand.      And  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  a  point  for  this  - 

Court  now  to  determine  on  these  affidavits^  whether  the      Baodlet 
plaintiff  did  not  band  fide  commence  his  action  for   a       Oliver. 
larger  sum  than  5/.    The  verdict  of  the  jury  would  not 
shew  the  amount  proved  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff^  because 
it  might  be  reduced  by  set-off,  which  would  not  appear. 
But  this  act  does  not  apply  where  the  sum  claimed  is  re- 
duced by  cross  demands.     The  ^th   section  provides, 
*'  That  this  act  shall  not  extend  to  any  debt  for  any  sum 
being  the  balance  of  an  account  on  demand  originally 
exceeding  the  sum  of  5/."    Here  there  were  demands  on 
both  sides,  and  the   plaintiff*s  affidavit  expressly  states 
that  more  than  bL  was  due,  and  the  defendant's  affidavit 
does  not  contradict  it,  but  states  only  what  the  arbitrator 
found.     But,  secondly,  this  application  is  in  breach  of 
good  faith ;  both  parties  agreed  to  refer  the  cause,  and 
that  the  Judge  should  certify  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
at  liberty  to  issue  execution  in  a  month.     Both  parties 
ought  to  be  estopped  by  this  arrangement.     Even  if  both 
were  ignorant  of  the  provision  in  this  act  respecting  the 
costs,  it  is  too  late  now  for  one  party  to  take  advantage  of 
it.     The  defendant  first  applied  to  the  arbitrator,  but  he 
declined  to  make  any  order  about  costs,  as  that  question 
was  not  referred  to  him.     An  application  was  then  made 
to  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquei  to  rescind   his  certificate,  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  execution  in  a 
week.     On  that  occasion,  the  local  act  was  brought  ex- 
pressly before  the  learned  Judge,  and  both  parties  were 
heard  upon  affidavits ;  but  the  learned  Judge  refused  to 
rescind  his  certificate.     That  could  only  be  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  local  act  did  not  apply  to  this  case;  and 
that  was  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judge,  formed  upon 
mature  consideration^    No  application  was  made  to  him 
to  enter  a  suggestion.      [Bayley,  B. — What  authority  had 
Mr.  Justice  Bosanquei    to  enter  a  suggestion?]    The 
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Ejech,  of  p/eat,  wbole  matter  was  referred  to  him :  a  consent  was  ffiven  for 

immediate  execution,  which  was  accordingly  issued,  and 
the  8h^ri£P  has  now  the  money  in  his  hands.  If  the  learned 
Judge  had  no  authority  to  enter  a  suggestion,  the  stat. 
1  JV.  4,  c.  7,  8.  S,  gives  him  power  to  certify  for  imme- 
diate  execution ;  and  the  learned  Judge  having  so  certi- 
fied, and  the  plaintiff  havings  under  that  certificate,  taxed 
his  costs,  signed  judgment,  and  issued  execution,  it  is  too 
late  afterwards  to  move  for  a  suggestion  to  be  entered  on 
the  roll:  for  the  defendant  cannot  apply  to  enter  a  sug- 
gestion after  final  judgment.  That  was  the  rule  before 
the  Stat.  1  IF.  4,  c.  7;  and  it  is  so  laid  down  in  TidtTs 
Practice  (a).  Under  the  Snd  section  of  that  act,  the 
Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  has  clearly  jurisdiction  to  determine, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  when  the  plaintiff  shall  have 
judgment;  the  defendant  applied  to  him  to  stay  final  judg- 
ment until  an  application  could  be  made  to  this  Court. 
Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet  entertained  that  question  with  re- 
ference to  the  Oldbury  Court  of  Requests'  Act,  and  he 
decided  against  the  application.  The  provision  in  the 
4th  section  of  the  I  Will.  4,  c.  7,  makes  the  argument 
stronger,  because  there  the  Act  has  provided  for  particu- 
lar cases ;  but  this  is  not  one  of  the  cases  enumerated. 
There  is  no  power  to  apply  to  enter  a  suggestion  under 
the  old  law  in  any  case  after  final  judgment  is  signed; 
and  the  4th  section  of  the  recent  statute  does  not  apply 
to  this  particular  case.  The  words  of  that  section  are, 
"  Provided  always,  that,  notwithstanding  any  judgment 
signed  or  recorded,  or  execution  issued  by  virtue  of  thb 
Act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  in  which  the  action 
shaU  have  been  brought,  to  order  such  judgment  to  be 
vacated  and  execution  to  be  stayed,  or  set  aside,  and  to 
enter  an  arrest  of  judgment,  or  grant  a  new  trial  or  new 
writ  of  inquiry,  as  justice  may  appear  to  require;  and 

(<»)  Vol.  2,  p.  961. 
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ihereupon  the  party  affected  by  such  writ  of  execution  ^^\Mu^^*^* 

shall  be  restored  to  all  that  he  may  have  lost  thereby,  in 

such  manner  as  upon  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  by  writ 

of  error,  or  otherwise,  as  the  Court  may  think  fit  to  di- 

rect.**    This  Court,  therefore,  has  no  power  now  to  order 

a  suggestion  to  be  entered. 

Campbell^  eatUrh. — There  b  no  rule  of  law  clearer  than 
this,  that,  where  a  defendant  applies,  on  the  Court  of  Con- 
science Acts,  to  enter  a  suggestion,  the  Courts  look  to  the 
▼erdict  of  the  jury,  and  that  is  conclusive  as  to  the  amount. 
If  the  verdict  is  wrong,  the  plaintiff  should  have  moved  to 
set  it  aside.  Secondly,  with  respect  to  the  time  at  which 
the  application  is  made — Formerly,  if  a  party  did  not  ap- 
ply to  the  Court  until  after  judgment  signed,  he  was  too 
late;  Watekom  v.  Cook  (a);  where  it  is  said  that  the  party 
should  apply  to  the  Court  as  soon  as  he  can.  But,  ifjudg- 
ment  were  to  be  signed  in  a  week»  pursuant  to  this  act  of 
parliament,  the  party  could  have  no  opportunity  of  coming 
to  die  Court  before  the  signing  of  the  judgment.  This 
statute  was  not  intended  to  repeal  all  the  Court  of  Con- 
science Acts,  or  to  place  it  in  the  power  of  a  single  Judge 
to  prevent  the  defendant  from  getting  the  benefit  of 
them.  The  defendant  has  now,  as  before,  the  usual 
number  of  days  in  the  next  term  to  make  the  application. 
The  4th  section  is  in  general  terms,  and  a  general  power 
is  given  to  the  Court  to  vacate  the*  judgment.  This 
Court  has  therefore  authority  to  order  a  suggestion  to  be 
entered.     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Baylet,  B. — I  think  the  rule  for  entering  a  suggestion 
ought  to  be  made  absolute.  The  statute  47  Geo»  3,  c.  36, 
s.  ^,  provides,  that,  if  any  action  fi>r  any  debt  recoverable 
by  virtue  of  that  act  in  the  said  Court  of  Requests  shall 
be  commenced  in  any  other  Court  whatsoever,  the  plain- 

(a)  2  M.  &  S.  348. 
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Exeh.  ^pum,  tiff 9  by  reason  of  a  verdict  for  him,  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
^  any  costs  whatsoever.  And,  therefore^  the  question  is^ 
Baddlbt  whether  this  action  was  for  a  debt  recoverable  in  this  Court 
Oliver.  of  Requests.  That  act  authorizes  suits  for  any  debt  under 
6L:  the  sum  here  recovered  is  11. 9s.  Id.:  it  was  reduced 
to  that  sum  by  a  set-off;  the  original  sum  sought  to  be 
recovered  appears^  by  the  evidence,  to  have  been  44.  Is.  Id. 
It  has  been  held,  and  acted  upon  in  this  Court,  that  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  is  to  be  taken  as  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  the  debt.  If  that  were  not  so,  we  should  always 
be  trying  the  matter  on  contradictory  affidavits.  It  is  said 
that  the  defendant  is  precluded  by  two  circumstances: 
first,  that  he  originally  agreed  that  execution  should  issue 
on  a  day  in  August  last,  at  which  time,  however,  he  was 
probably  not  aware  of  the  provisions  of  the  local  act.  If  a 
party  knows  his  rights,  and  acts  with  full  knowledge  of 
them,  he  is  undoubtedly  bound ;  but,  if  the  party  were  ig- 
norant of  this  act  of  Parliament  at  the  time  he  entered  into 
the  arrangement,  it  would  be  hard  to  say  that  he  must  be 
considered  as  having  waved  his  right.  Another  objection 
is,  that  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquei  has  already  decided  this 
question.  But  was  the  question  within  his  jurisdiction? 
If  you  refer  a  matter  to  an  arbitrator,  his  decision  is  final; 
but,  if  you  refer  it  to  a  Judge,  it  is  in  his  judicial  capa- 
city; and  it  is  our  duty  to  see  whether  he  was  warranted 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived.  It  has 
been  said  that  it  is  too  late  now  to  enter  a  suggestion ; 
but  I  cannot  put  that  construction  on  the  act  of  1  Will. 
4,  c.  7.  What  was  the  evil  before  that  act?  Before  that 
act  was  passed,  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  having 
execution  until  after  the  first  four  days  of  the  next  term, 
so  that  the  defendant  had  four  days  to  enter  a  suggestion; 
and,  therefore,  if  he  comes  here  within  that  time,  he  is  not 
too  late.  Here  the  defendant  has  come  at  the  earliest  time 
to  the  only  Court  that  could  act,  and  this  Court  can  give 
him  the  relief  he  prays,  notwithatanding  the  4th  secticMi 
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of  the  1  Witt.  4,  c.  T,  as  to  vacating  jadgments  in  particu-   s*eh.^Pktt9, 
lar  cases,  which  are  only  put  as  instances. 

BoLLANDj  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  I  think  we 
ought  to  look  to  the  finding  of  the  Jury  to  see  what  was 
the  debt  recoverable.  I  think  that  the  observations^  as 
to  the  1  Witt.  4f,  c.  7^  s.  4,  are  fully  answered  by  the  fact^ 
that  this  motion  was  made  within  the  first  four  days  of 
this  term. 


GxTRNEY,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Here  the  case 
presented  to  the  arbitrator  was  a  claim  for  4/.  IsAtL,  and, 
therefoTCy  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  is  a  case  within  the 
meaning  of  the  local  act.  If  the  plaintifi^had  thought  proper 
he  might  have  been  nonsuited,  but  he  chooses  to  take  the 
verdict.  I  do  not  say  that  the  Court  will  not  in  any  case 
resort  to  other  means  of  information  than  the  verdict. 

Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  suggestion. 


John  v.  Jenkins. 

jKePLEVIN — There  were  four  counts  in  the  declara-  Landlord  and 
tion :  the  two  first  for  a  seizure  on  the  demised  premises,  and  whomtherTwIS 
the  two  last  for  a  seizure  off  the  land  demised.  The  defen-  •  »ttb«sUng  te- 
dant^  as  to  the  two  first  counts^  avowed  for  rent  in  arrear,  in  writing  for  a 
averring  the  demise  to  be  at  the  annual  rent  of  711.  15*.  foTO^^TOn^if- 
As  to  the  two  last,  the  defendant  avowed,  statins  the  same  ferentternM,the 

'  '  o  amount  of  the 

demise,  and  averring  that  the  goods  had  been  fraudulent-  rent  to  be  set- 
ly  removed  from  the  demised  premises  to  avoid  a  distress,  tion,  andthe'te- 

nant  to  find 
sureties  for  hit 
paying  the  rent     The  amount  was  not  settled,  and  the  sureties  were  not  given : — Held,  that  the 
instrument,  although  it  contained  words  of  present  demise,  did  not  operate  as  a  lease,  or  alter  the 
terms  of  the  existing  tenancy. 

A  plea,  to  an  avowry,  of  a  tender  of  16/.  will  not  be  supported  by  proof  of  a  tender  of  151.  16#., 
although  no  more  rent  was  due  than  the  sum  proved  to  have  been  tendered. 

SembUf  that  it  is  a  question  for  the  Jury,  whether  a  removal  was  fraudulent  within  the  statute 
11  Ota,  8,  c.  19,  although  it  be  admitted  at  the  trial  by  the  tenant  that  the  removal  was  to  avoid  a 
dtttress. 
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B4t»k,  </  Phiu,  The  plaintiff^  to  the  avowries  as  to  the  two  first  cottnts^ 

pleaded — First,  Nan  tenuii  ;— Secondly ,  RieHs  in  arreref 
—  Thirdly,  Riens  in  arrere  beyond  162.,  and  a  tender  of 
that  sum.  And.  to  the  avowries  to  the  two  last  counts, 
he  pleaded  the  same  pleas;  and»  also,  traversed  the  frau- 
dulent removal. 

At  the  triali  before  BoUand,  B.,  at  the  Spring  Assizes 
for  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  it  appeared,  that,  previous 
to  an  agreement,  dated  July  29th,  1829,  the  plaintiff  had 
been  tenant  to  the  defendant,  on  the  terms  stated  in  the 
avowries.     That  agreement  was  in  these  terms  s — 

"  An  agreement  made  between  Esau  Jenkins,  of  &c«^  and 
David  Jones,  of  &c.,  about  LlettyrNeuadd  farm,  from  year 
to  year.  He^  the  said  Esau  Jenkins,  lets  this  farm  to 
Danid  Jones  at  the  valuation  of  two  disinterested  persons 
to  be  chosen  by  each  of  them;  and  the  said  David  Jones, 
when  leaving  the  said  farm,  is  to  leave  the  crop  of  the  farm 
behind  at  the  valuation  of  two  persons,  to  be  chosen  by  each 
of  them.  David  Jones  further  agrees  to  give  four  loads 
of  lime  to  every  five  Winchesters  of  barley  he  sows  in  every 
field  he  lays  down.  David  Jones  further  agrees  to  leave 
the  meadow  land  not  laid  down  without  the  consent  of  the 
landlord.  David  Jones  also  agrees  to  keep  the  houses 
in  repair,  and  to  have  timber  towards  that  as  long  as 
they  can  be  had  on  the  farm.  David  Jones  is  to  give  two 
sureties  to  answer  for  the  rent:  and  he  also  agrees  to  do 
nothing  to  injure  Esau  Jenkins  as  to  his  lease.  The 
above  valuation  is  to  take  place  in  determining  the  rent  for 
18£9  and  the  time  to  come. 

"  Signed  in  the  presence  of  us,  who  have  hereto  put 
our  names  as  witnesses: — 

John  Waikins.  Esau  Jenkins. 

D,  Davies.  David  John. 

James  Silvanus. 
July  29th,  1829." 


MICHABLMA8  TBRII,  S  WILI.*  IV.  CS9 

The  arbitraton  chosen  in  panuanoe  of  this  instrament  ^««*-  4  Pf^tu, 
&iled  to  agree,  and  no  rent  was  fixed,  nor  were  any  sure^ 
ties  given.  But  it  was  contended,  for  the  phtintiff,  that 
the  old  tenancy  was  thereby  determined,  and  that,  conse^ 
quently,  as  the  avowries,  being  framed  on  the  terms  of 
that  tenancy,  could  not  be  supported,  the  plaintiff  was  en* 
titled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issues  joined  on  nan  temtit:  and 
of  that  opinion  was  the  learned  Baron;  and  a  verdict  was 
accordingly  entered  on  those  issues  for  the  plaintiff. 

With  respect  to  the  issues  joined  on  the  tender,  it  ap« 
peared  at  the  trial,  that,  instead  of  16/.  (the  sum  averred), 
in  fact  only  15/.  16#«  was  tendered;  but  it  also  appeared, 
that  no  more  rent  than  the  latter  sum  was  due.  Upon 
this  evidence  the  learned  Baron  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  on  these  issues  for  the  defendant 

As  to  the  issues  respecting  the  fraudulent  removal,  it 
was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff^s  counsel,  that  the  removal 
was  to  avoid  the  distress;  but  he  put  it  to  the  jury,  that, 
under  all  the  circumstances  proved  respecting  the  removal, 
the  tenant  removed  the  goods  on  the  belief  that  the  land* 
lord  had  no  right  to  distrain,  because  the  old  lease  was 
determined,  and  the  rent  of  the  new  tenancy  had  never 
been  fixed;  and  that,  therefore,  he  was  not  guilty  of  any 
fraudulent  intention,  but  acted  merely  in  the  band  fide 
exertion  of  his  supposed  rights.  The  counsel  for  the  de« 
fendant  objected  to  such  a  mode  of  putting  the  case  to 
the  jury,  contending,  that,  after  the  admission  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  there  was  no  question  at  all  for  the 
jury  on  these  issues.  However,  the  learned  Baron  leflt  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  any  fraudulent 
intention,  they  negatived  the  fraud  by  their  verdict,  which 
was  then  entered  on  these  issues  for  the  plaintiff. 

A  question  was  also  raised  at  the  trial  (on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff)  whether  the  enactment  (a)  against  fraudulent  remo- 

(a)  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19. 
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'^^^^^^^  vals  extended  to  the  present  case,  inasmuch  as^  although 

the  distress  was  made  after  the  S9tb  o{  September ^  when  the 
rent  became  due,  yet  the  removal  took  place  two  days  be- 
fore^  vix.  on  the  27th  September.  But  this  point  became 
immaterial  when  it  was  discussed  in  this  Court,  as  it  turn-* 
ed  outj  on  reading  the  Judge's  notes,  that  in  fact  some  ar- 
rears of  the  Ladff'day  rent  remained  due  (a). 

In  Easter  Term,  John  Evans  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defen- 
dant on  all  the  issues.  And  fVhiicombe  obtained  a  cross 
rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifF  on  the  issues 
joined  on  the  pleas  of  tender. 

Campbell  and  Whiteombe  for  the  plaintiff* — ^As  to  the 
issues  on  the  pleas  of  tender,  the  substance  of  those  pleas 
is,  that  the  plainti£P  had  tendered  all  the  rent  really  due; 
and  the  sums  averred  are  immaterial.  It  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  the  tender  actually  made  covered  all  the  rent 
then  due,  and  therefore  the  pleas  were  substantially  prov- 
ed. As  to  the  issues  on  non  tenuity  the  first  lease  was 
surrendered  by  operation  of  law,  by  the  agreement  of  «/«/y, 
18S9,  which  substituted  a  new  tenancy  on  iresh  terms, 
which  were  not  in  accordance  with  the  avowries.  As  to 
the  fraudulent  removal,  the  case  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury.  The  question  whether  fraud  or  not  is  a  question 
of  fact,  which  must  always  be  decided  by  their  verdict. 

John  Evans  and  E.  V.  Williams,  for  the  defendant* 
The  prior  tenancy  was  not  determined  by  the  instrument 
otJtdfft  1829,  for,  if  it  amounts  to  a  lease,  it  was  inadmis- 
sible in  evidence,  not  being  stamped  as  such;  and  if  it  is  an 
agreement  only,  then  it  has  no  effect,  because  it  was  never 

(a)  This  point  has  been  decid-  of  King^t  Bench,  in  Northfield  v. 
ed  in  the  negative  by  the  Court      Nightingale,  Trin.  Ternii  1832. 
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completed  by  the  terms  of  the  tenancy  being  ascertained*  Bxek.  of  pum, 
Therefore,  the  issues  upon  non  ienuii  must  be  found  for 
the  defendant  As  to  the  fraudulent  remoYal,  whenever  a 
tenant  removes  his  goods  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a 
distress,  that  is  in  itself  a  fraudulent  removal  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  And  it  is  not  competent  for  a 
jury  to  inquire  further  into  the  motives  of  the  removal. 
It  may  well  be  admitted  that  there  must  always  be,  in 
such  cases,  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  vix.  whether 
the  removal  was  to  avoid  a  distress  or  not.  But,  in  the 
present  case,  that  fact  was  admitted,  and  therefore  no- 
thing remained  into  which  the  jury  ought  to  inquire. 

Cur.  adv,  vult* 


Batley,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
— In  this  case  there  were  two  questions.  It  was  an  ac- 
tion of  replevin,  in  which  there  were  three  sets  of  issues 
arising  out  of  six  avowries,  and  four  sets  arising  out  of 
six  others;  there  being  three  sets  of  pleas  on  six  of  the 
avowries,  and  four  sets  of  pleas  to  the  other  six.  The 
first  set  of  issues  were  upon  pleas  of  nan  ienuii,  and  raised 
the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  held  as  tenant.  The 
second  were  upon  pleas  of  riens  in  arrerCf  and  raised  the 
question  whether  any  rent  was  due;  and  the  third  were 
upon  pleas  of  tender  of  the  sum  of  16/. ;  and  upon  the  fourth 
set  of  issues  arising  out  of  the  six  last  avowries,  the  ques* 
tion  was,  whether  the  goods  taken  had  been  fraudulently 
removed  in  order  to  avoid  a  distress  for  rent.  At  the 
trial  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issues  of  non 
ienuitf  and  riens  in  arrere,  and  on  the  fraudulent  removal; 
and  for  the  defendant  on  the  issues  as  to  the  tender ;  and 
we  think  that  the  issue  as  to  the  tender  was  rightly  found. 
It  was  arranged  that  the  propriety  of  the  finding  should 
be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  this  Court,  and  that 
this  Court  should  make  such  order  as  in  their  discretion 


S3X  CAIU  IN  THE  EXCHBOUBB, 

£«*•  '^''''^  they  Bbould  think  fit.     There  was  a  motion  on  the  part  c^ 
'     the  defendant,  and  •  rule  granted  to  shew  cause  why  the 
J«HK         veidict  found  Tor  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issues  of  not*  tamt~ 
JuouHi^      it,  riau  in  arrtre,  and  the  fraudulent  removal,  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant    on 
those  issues ;  and  there  was  also  a  cross  rule  obtuned  by  tfaa 
plaintiff  to  set  aside  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant, 
upon  the  issues  as  to  the  tender  of  16JL,  and  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  those  isauea.     The  ques- 
tion upon  the  Utter  rule  is  easily  disposed  of.     The  pleas 
allege  a  tender  of  the  sum  of  16^,  but  it  is  incumbent  up- 
on a  party  pleading  a  tender  to  be  accurate  in  hia  plea, 
and  to  prove  a  tender  to  the  full  amount  stated:  and,  aa 
the  evidence  made  out  a  tender  of  XbU  16t.  only,  the  rer^ 
diet  was  rightly  found. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  issues  upon  the  non 
tenuit  ffere  rightly  found,  which  question  depends  in  eflfect 
upon  the  sgreement  of  •/ti/y,  1829,  because  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  pUintiff  held  the  premises  of  the  defendant 
on  such  terms  as  corresponded  with  some  of  the  avowries 
in  answer  to  the  first  two  counts,  unless  the  terms  of  hia 
former  tenancy  were  altered  by  that  agreement.  Part  of 
the  rent  claimed  was  due  at  Lady-day,  1839,  and  the  re- 
sidue in  September,  18S9.  No  doubt  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  by  the  terms  of  the  original  tenancy,  unless  he  was 
extricated  by  the  agreement  of  the  29th  of  July,  1829. 

The  declaration  contained  four  counts,  two  describing 
the  seizure  upon  the  demised  premises,  and  the  othn  two 
off  the  demised  premises,  and,  what  is  singular  and  some- 
what irregular,  the  plaintiff  complained  of  seizing  the 
same  goods  on  and  off  the  premises.  The  question,  how- 
ever is,  whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  a  reiorm> 
habendo  awarded  in  respect  of  the  seizure,  either  on  or 
off  the  demised  premises;  and  if  he  be  so  entitled,  the 
plaintiff's  having  made  a  double  claim  cannot  pr<jadice 
the  defendant.     If  the  tenancy  is  made  out  according  to 
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aiiy  of  the  avowries^  in  answer  to  the  counts  which  charge  ^*^\^^^^' 
a  taking  on  the  demised  premises,  the  defendant  will  be 
entitled  to  a  return  of  the  goods. 

Now^  it  being  clear,  that,  previously  to  July^  18^,  the 
plaintiff*  had  held  the  premises  upon  the  terms  set  out  in 
some  of  the  avowries,  we  come  to  the  question  whether 
those  terms  were  altered.  On  consideration,  we  are  all 
of  opinion  that  the  terms  of  the  original  tenancy  were 
never  altered,  but  that  the  plaintiff  continued  to  hold,  up 
to  September^  18^,  upon  the  same  terms  as  he  had  held 
from  September y  1827*  An  objection  was  taken  to  the 
reading  of  the  document,  by  which  it  was  contended,  that 
the  terms  were  altered,  because  it  was  said  to  be  a  lease. 
If  it  had  been  a  lease,  the  objection  would  have  been  valid, 
as  it  bore  only  an  agreement  stamp.  It  is  a  question  whe*- 
ther  it  amounts  to  a  lease  or  an  agreement;  for,  if  it  is  an 
agreement  only,  and  not  carried  into  effect,  it'leaves  things 
in  sttUu  quo.  It  begins  with  the  words  ^'  An  agreement;" 
but  if,  looking  at  its  contents,  we  should  find  it  to  be  a 
lease,  the  mere  introduction  of  the  word  agreement  would 
not  make  it  an  agreement  only.  ^'An  agreement  &c., 
about  Llettyr  Neuadd  farm,  from  year  to  year — he,  the 
aaid  Esau  Jenkins,  lets  this  farm  to  David  Jones.^*  These 
are  words  of  present  demise;  but  we  must  look  at  the  resi- 
due of  the  paper  to  see  if  this  is  an  actual  demise,  or 
substantially  only  an  agreement.  ''At  the  valuation  of 
two  disinterested  persons,  to  be  chosen  by  each  of  them.** 
There  is  to  be  a  valuation  before  it  can  operate  as  a 
lease.  Then  comes  this  provision,  which  is  very  import- 
ant, and,  in  my  mind,  shews  that  it  was  never  intend- 
ed to  operate  as  a  lease  at  all  events,  but  to  operate 
as  an  agreement  only — **  David  Jones  is  to  give  two 
sureties  to  answer  for  the  rent;*'  and  then  comes  the 
provision  that  the  valuation  is  to  determine  the  rent  for 
the  year  18^,  and  for  the  time  to  come.  It  seems  to 
me,    then,  that  this  was  a  negotiation  for  a  lease  only, 

VOL.  I.  R 


Sim  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER, 

Ere*,  o/"  pitat,  gan,  a  brother  of  the  latter  Morgan  Morgan,  his  only 
',  -     three  nephewg,  him  surviving. 
Doe  On  the  testator's  death,  bis  widow,  Elinor  Morgan, 

MoBQAH       took  possession  of  the  house  and  garden  devised  to  her 
MoHQAN.       ^°^  '''^t  ^"^  Morgan  Morgan,  the  nephew,  who  lived  at 
Mothcey,  took  possession  of  the  remainder  of  the  testa- 
tor's property  devised  by  his  will,  except  the  portion  of  it 
devised  to  Benjamin. 

This  Morgan  Morgan  died  in  1831,  without  issue, 
having  made  a  will  devising  all  his  property  to  his  wife, 
Mary  Morgan,  the  defendant ;  and,  on  his  death,  the  de- 
fendant became  possessed  of  all  the  premises  devised  by 
his  will;  and  which,  with  the  exception  of  the  premises 
devised  by  Eton  Morgan  to  Benjamin,  and  the  house  and 
garden  devised  to  his  widow,  EUnor,  and  then  in  her 
possession,  were  the  whole  subject-matter  of  Evan  Mor- 
gan's will.  The  said  Elinor  Morgan  afterwards  died ; 
and,  on  her  death,  the  defendant  entered  into  possession 
of  the  house  and  garden  held  by  the  said  Elinor  Morgan. 

This  ejectment  was  now  brought  by  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintifT,  Morgan  Morgan,  being,  as  before  mentioned, 
a  nephew  of  the  testator,  Evan  Morgan,  to  recover  the 
premises  first  mentioned  in  his  will. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Alderaon,  J.,  at  the 
last  assizes  for  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  evidence  of 
the  state  of  the  family  of  the  original  testator,  Evan 
Morgan,  and  of  the  existence  of  his  two  nephews,  named 
Morgan  Morgan,  having  been  elicited,  it  was  insisted, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  a  latent  ambiguity 
was  raised;  and  that,  consequently,  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  explain  it.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  this 
opinion ;  and,  evidence  of  Evan  Morgan's  declarations, 
contemporaneous  with  the  will,  having  been  received, 
a  verdict  passed  for  the  defendant. 

John  Evans,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
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of  the  inadmissibility  of  such  evidence.  He  urged,  that,  £rcA.  of  puqm, 
as  the  second  deyise  in  the  will  was  to  a  Morgan  Mor^ 
gany  therein  described  as  ''  of  the  village  of  Moihvey^ 
whereas^  the  devise  in  question  was  to  ''  Morgan  Mor- 
gan^* simpUciteTf  the  will,  on  the  face  of  it,  carried  the 
respective  premises  to  different  parties.  There  were, 
therefore,  distinct  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  satis* 
fying  the  terms  of  the  will ;  and,  that  being  so,  there  was 
no  necessity  for  extrinsic  evidence ;  and  therefore  parol 
evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  received.  Doe  v.  fVesi- 
lake  (a)  is  in  point. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider;  and,  after  conferring 
with  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause, 

Refused  the  rule  (6). 
(a)  4  B.  &  A.  57.  {h)  See  Abbot  v.  MauU,  3  Vez.  148. 


Wilkinson  r.  Malin. 

\JrOULBURN,  Sent.,  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  since  rule  101, 
Master  to  review  the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  case.  Amongst  ^.'4^  Uie'costs 
the  items  objected  to,  was  a  charge  for  a  good  jury  upon  ^^  agood  jury 
the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry.  cution  of  a 

writ  of  inquiry 
are  allowed  on 

Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Humfrey  shewed  cause.  taxation. 

Goulbum,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule,  cited  Dax 
on  Costs,  63,  to  shew  that  the  costs  of  a  good  jury  upon 
the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  ought  not  to  have 
been  allowed. 


98S  CASES  IN  THB  EXCHEQUER, 

Ecei.  of  Pitmy      The  Master  certified  to  the  Court,  that  since  the  rule 
^     7^^     lOK  HU.  Term,  ZWiU.  4  {a\  the  practice  had  been  to 

Wilkinson      allow  those  COSts. 


Malik. 


Lord  Lyndhorst,  C.  B. — Before  the  late  rule,  the  ob* 
taining  a  good  jury  was  the  act  of  the  party — the  grant- 
ing such  a  jury  is  now  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  a 
Judge. 

Rule  discharged  as  to  the  above  item. 


{a)  **  There  shall  be  no  rule  for  order  shall  be  made  by  a  Judge, 
the  sheri£f  td  return  a  good  jury  upon  summons  for  that  purpose.*' 
apon  a  writ  of  inquiry;  but  an 


Baker  v.  Wills. 

Where  anaffida-  XN  this  case  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  upon  which  the 

Ibrieverai causes  defendant  was  arrested,  stated  that  the  defendant  was  just- 

SL>e**M'to^"  ly  and  truly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  6094  Ss. 

some  of  them,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  sum  of  500/, 

<o/o,  soas  toea-  on  the  bond  of  the  said  defendant,  bearing  date  the  18th 

dMttTbl'dil"-  day  o{  February,  1829>  in  the  penal  sum  of  lOOOt  for  se- 

charged  out  of  eurhiff  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  500/.  and  lawful  interest  j 

custody  on  ^^ 

filing  common    payable  at  a  certain  day  then  past;  and  in  the  further  sum 

of  SOL  on  a  certain  mortgage,  or  conditional  surrender^ 
bearing  date  on  or  about  the  ISth  day  of  December,  18S9, 
and  made  by  the  said  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  said 
plaintiff;  and  in  the  further  sum  of  10/.  for  the  principal, 
due  on  a  certain  promissory  note  of  hand,  drawn  by  the 
said  defendant,  payable  to  the  plaintiff  at  a  certain  day 
then  past;  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  44L  9s.  6c/.  for 
interest  due  on  the  said  sums  of  500/.,  50/.,  and  10/*;  and 
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abo  in  the  sum  of  3/.  7s,  6d.  for  money  paid,  laid  out,  and  Bxeh.  of  pua», 
expended  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  and  at  his  te*  ^ 

quest;  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  1/.  ds.  for  goods  sold        Baker 
and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  at  his        will». 
request;    which  said  several  sums  of  500/.,   50/.,  10/., 
44l»  9s.  6d,y  3/.,  Is.  6cf,,  and  iL&s.  made,  in  the  whole, 

a 

the  said  sum  of  609/.  Ss. 

Piatt  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  de- 
fendant should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  on  en- 
tering a  common  appearance,  on  the  ground  that  the  affi- 
davit did  not  shew  that  the  «50/.  secured  by  the  mortgage 
or  conditional  surrender  was  due, 

Thesiger  shewed  cause. 

Lord  LyKduurst,  C.  B. — As  no  case  has  been  cited 

in  which,  where  the  affidavit  was  defective  as  to  part,  it 

has  been  held  good  for  the  other  part,  the  rule  must  be 

made — 

Absolute,   the  defendant  undertaking  to 

bring  no  action  (a). 
(«)  See  also  Kirk  v.  Almond,  2  C.  &  J.  364. 


Lowe  v.  Eldred. 

JLlECLARATION  in  assumpsit^  on  a  promise  to  pay  to  an  action  on 

the  debt  of  a  third  person.  Plea— that  there  was  no  agree-  JifeTbf  ^  V^ 

ment,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof  in  writing,  sign-  third  person,  the 

ed  by  the  defendant,  or  any  person  by  him  lawfully  au-  pleaded  that 

thorized.    Replication — that  there  was  such  an  agreement  agreement"in 

in  writing;   concluding  to  the  country.      Demurrer,  and  J'^^lit  the*** 

joinder  in  demurrer.  plaintiff  must, 

in  his  replication, 
set  out  the  agree- 
ment ,'  and  that  he  cannot  take  issue  upon  the  plea. 


S4<S  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Sxth.  ^  Pfiotf  Humphreys  (meaning  the  said  plaintiflT),  a  ei^vani  scbool- 

^    master  wlio  has  assumed  the  name  of  Alexander^  is  legally 

Earl  of       Earl  of  Stirling  (thereby,  then  and  there,  meaning  the 

Stirling      ^^jj  pini„t|flpj^  y^y  yif^ue  of  a  pedigree  which  is  more  than 

Clayton,  doubtfiil,  and  under  a  patent  which  ha&  not  been  enrolled. 
He  has  further  asserted,  in  dirers  pamphlets,  that  the  said 
Earl  of  Stirling  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  possesses  the 
right  to  create  baronets  of  Nova  Scotia;  and  in  return 
for  having  conferred  the  honour  of  an  earldom  on  his  pro" 
tege,  (therebyi  then  and  there,  meaning  the  said  plaintiff), 
the  said  Earl  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  has  exercised  his 
royal  prerogative  in  favour  of  Mr.  Bankes,  who,  conse- 
quently, styles  himself  Sir  Thomas  Bankes,  Bart,  of  Nova 
Scotia.  It  is  even  said  that  the  Earl  (thereby,  then  and 
there,  meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  and  his  new  created  ba- 
ronet, profess  to  grant  lands  in  Canada/  but  this,  we  sup- 
pose, is  to  be  received  as  report  only.  Those  who  have 
any  idea  of  settling  in  Canada  will  do  well  to  inspect  their 
titles  narrowly."     By  means  of  which,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement  as  follows — And 
the  said  Joseph  Claylon,  against  whom  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit  hath  exhibited  his  said  bill,  by  the  style  and  title  of 
Alexander,  Earl  of  Stirling,  in  his  own  person  comes  and 
says,  that,  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  his,  the  plaintiff*s, 
said  biU,  he,  the  plaintiff^,  was  not,  nor  now  is,  Earl  of 
Stirling,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify;  wherefore  he 
prays  judgment  of  the  said  bill,  and  that  the  same  may  be 
quashed. 

Iteplieation.''->-'AnA  the  said  plaintiff  saith,  that  the  said 
bill,  by  reason  of  any  thing  by  the  said  defendant  in  the 
said  plea  above  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  quashed,  because 
he  says,  that  the  said  plaintiff  ti;a«  and  still  is  Earl  of 
Stirling  in  manner  and  form  as  is  above  alleged.  And 
this  the  said  plaintiff  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the 
country,  Sfc.  To  this  there  was  a  demurrer,  assigning  for 
cause,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  in 
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Clattok. 


bb  said  refiiication,  set  forth  how  and  by  what  meant^  and  ^^^'^' 
in  what  manner^  his  supposed  right  to  the  said  dignity  of    ^      v     ^ 
Earl  of  Stirling  had  accrued  to  him,  the  phtintiff,  and  had      ^f^^^^^^ 
not  shewn  to  the  Coort,  in  his  said  repfication,  how,  and 
in  what  manner,  he  himself,  or  any  ancestor  of  his,  attaii>- 
ed  to  the  said  dignity,  nor  set  forth  whether  or  not  he  is 
EUirl  of  SiirKng,  by  creation,  or  by  writ,  or  by  descent,  or 
how  otherwise.. 

HUl,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication  con- 
cluding to  the  country  is  bad.    It  ought  to  shew  how  the 
dignity  is  claimed.     If  the  plaintiff  were  created  by  writ, 
that  would  be  matter  of  record,  and  would  appear  on 
the  production  of  the  record.    If  he  were  created  by  pa- 
tent, the  letters  patent  ought  to  have  been  set  forth,  and 
then  the  defendant  might  have  rejoined  non  concessii, 
which  would  be  triable  by  the  letters  patent.    If  the  plain- 
ti£P  claimed  by  descent,  it  would  be  a  matter  triable  by  the 
country.     In  all  cases  where  a  party  affirms,  in  pleading, 
that  he  has  a  dignity,  he  must  set  forth  how  he  acquired 
that  dignity.    All  the  precedents  are  so.     In  Bhekmore 
v«  The  Earl  of  Wigtoun  (a)  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment; and  the  plea  set  forth  the  letters  patent,  and  con- 
cluded, as  by  the  said  letters  remaining  of  record  appears. 
It  must  be  intended  that  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  an  Eng^ 
UmH  Earl.    The  defendant  cannot  safely  take  issue  on 
this  replication;  the  ground  of  the  demurrer  is,  that  it 
cannot  be  ascertained,  without  shewing  how  the  dignity  is 
daimed,  whether  the  conclusion  to  the  country  is  right  or 
wrong.    In  Rex  v.  Cooke  (6)  all  the  authorities  are  collect- 
ed.    There  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement,  that  he 
was  Lord  Stafford^  Baron  Stafford;  and  Mr.  Justice  Bay- 
ley  there  says — **  In  this  case  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
shew,  not  only  his  right  to  a  peerage,  but  ako,  how  he  de« 

(a)  3  Wentwortb,  276.  ^  694.    See  the  jad||[nient  of  Mr. 

(6)  2  B.  &  C.  871  (  4  D.  &  R.      Justice  Ba^fley, 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  Vived  that  right,"    In  the  Countess  of  Rutlahd^s  case  (aj, 
^     the  note  says  **  duke  or  not  duke,  earl  or  not  earl,  ba- 
Earl  of        ron  or  not  baron,  shall  not  be  tried  by  the  country,  but  by 
V.  record ;  for,  if  they  be  lords  of  parliament,  it  appears  by 

record,  and,  therefore,  by  record,  viz*  the  king's  writ,  it 
ought  to  be  certified.**  And  in  Lord  Abergavenny* s  case (6), 
it  is  said,  '^  If  issue  be  taken  whether  a  baron  or  not,  earl 
or  not,  this  shall  not  be  tried  per  pais,  but  by  the  record 
by  which  it  appears  that  he  was  a  peer  of  parliament;  for, 
without  matter  of  record,  he  cannot  be  a  peer  of  parlia- 
ment." And  in  the  Countess  of  Shrewsbury's  case  (c).  It 
is  said—-''  If  a  baron,  earl,  or  other  lord  of  parliament, 
and  peer  of  the  realm,  be  plaintiff  in  any  action,  and  the 
defendant  will  plead  that  he  is  not  a  baron,  &c.,  as  he  is 
named  in  the  writ,  this  shall  not  be  tried  by  a  jury,  but 
by  the  record  in  the  Chancery,  which  imports  itself  so* 
lid  truth.'*  Suppose  the  defendant  were  to  join  issue, 
would  he  not  be  allowed  to  shew  himself  to  be  an  earl  of 
England,  Ireland,  or  Scotland?  [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. 
— Should  not  the  plaintiff  have  stated  how  earl  in  his  re- 
plication?    Does  it  not  import  an  English  earl?] 

Piatt,  contrh. — At  all  events  the  plea  is  bad,  as  it  gives 
no  better  writ.  [Lord  Lyndhurst.  —  How  can  they  do 
that?  They  cannot  give  you  your  real  name.  Bayley,  B. 
— It  lies  in  your  knowledge ;  the  rules  of  pleading  do  not 
require  impossibilities.]  As  it  is  expressly  averred  in 
the  declaration  that  the  party  is  Earl  of  Stirling,  the 
defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded  in  bar,  and  not  in  abate- 
ment (cQ.  If,  however,  this  is  to  be  treated  as  a  plea  of 
misnomer,  Alexander  Earl  of  Stirling  may  be  one  name, 
like  Jonathan,  otherwise  John  Soans,  in  the  case  of  Scott 
V.  Soans  {e),  where  the  Court  held  that  Jonathan,  other- 

(a)  6  Co.  53.  in  abatement  amounts,  in  effect, 

(6)  12  Co.  71-  to  a  justification  of  the  truth  of 

(c)  12  Co.  94.  the  libel. 

((/)  It  is  singular  that  this  plea  (e)  3  East,  111. 
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wise  John^  might  be  one  Christian  name.     If  this  name  be  E*eh,  of  PUa*, 
so  considered,  the  plea  properly  concludes  to  the  country,     v     ^      ^ 
[Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B.— We  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  this         Earl  of 
being  treated  as  a  dignity.     It  is  Alexander  Earl  of  Stir-      Stirling 
Ung,     The  plea  treats  it  as  a  dignity,  and  the  replication       Clayton-. 
adopts  that.     It  must  mean  a  peer  of  the  realm.     Bayley^ 
B. — If  it  did  not  mean  a  dignity  of  the  realm,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  described  as  A.B.^  commonly  called  Earl  of 
Stirling^ 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — It  is  treated  in  the  declara- 
tion, plea,  and  replication^  as  a  dignity.  It  is  treated  in 
the  declaration  as  an  English  name  of  dignity ;  for,  if  not, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  properly  described  by  his 
Christian  and  surname.  Because  the  same  thing  is  repeat- 
ed in  the  body  of  the  declaration,  it  does  not  take  away 
the  defendant's  right  to  plead  in  abatement. 

Bayley,  B. — In  ordinary  cases  the  general  rule  is,  that 
a  plea  in  abatement  ought  to  give  a  better  writ;  but  there 
is  another  rule,  which  is  this,  that  where  a  matter  is  pecu- 
liarly in  the  knowledge  of  one  party,  that  party  must  state 
it  in  pleading.  Now  here  the  plaintiff  must  know  how  he 
claims  this  dignity,  and  the  defendant  cannot  be  expected 
to  state  how  he  ought  to  be  described. 

Leave  to  amend,  upon  payment  of  costs. 
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Etch,  of  Pita*,  on  Ills  business  in  Middletex,  but  who  had  also  an  office 
-     in  London,  was  held  "  to  seek  his  livelihood"  in  London, 
Double        within  the  meaning  of  the  act.     It  was  so  held,  also,  in 
GiBBt         Fleming  v,  Davies  (a).   [Lord  Lyndkurst. — There  the  de- 
fendants had  a  place  to  carry  on  their  business  in  the  City 
of  London,  and  actually  did  carry  on  their  business  there.] 
The  words  of  the  act  are,  "  any  person  gaining  a  liveli- 
hood, or  keeping  a  shed,  stall,  or  stand."     It  is  submitted 
that  the  case  falls  within  these  wordsin  the  act.    \Bayley, 
B. — Then  every  captain  of  a  coasting  vessel  who  constant- 
ly comes  to  the  aame  wharf  ia  within  the  act.] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B, — In  this  case  the  party  has  no 
residence  or  place  of  business  in  London;  and,  if  that  were 
not  necessary,  I  am  not  satisiied  that  he  even  deals,  by 
buying  and  selling  on  his  own  account.  He  buys  goods 
merely  as  agent  for  the  owners  of  the  vessel. 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
is  not  within  the  act. 

BoLLAND,  6. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Here,  the  de- 
fendant gets  his  living  by  conveying  goods  between  London 
and  Rotterdam;  and  when  he  is  here,  his  vessel  is  moored 
on  the  Thamet.  The  case  falls  expressly  within  Stephens 
V.  Derry  (6),  where  Lord  Ellenhorough  says,  "  In  order  to 
entitle  a  party  to  be  sued  in  London  by  seeking  his  liveli- 
hood within  the  City,  he  should  seek  the  whole  of  his  live- 
lihood there,  and  not  be  in  a  state  of  vagrant  existence  for 
this  purpose;  seeking  it  partly  within  and  partly  without 
the  City." 

GuRKEY,  B.,  concurred;  and  the  rule  was — 

Discharged. 

{a)  5  D.  Sf  R.  371.  (b)  16  EmI,  148. 
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tion;  andWooUeyY.Clouiman{a)f  H<Meny.Newmmn{h\  ***:j5j/*^' 
are  there  referred  to.    The  last  Act  only  extends  the  ju- 
risdiction in  the  amount,  and  does  not  alter  the  excep- 
tion in  the  statute.     [Bayley^  B. — The  words  are,  **  that 
diia  Act  shall  not  extend  to  any  title  of  freehold,  or  lease 
toot  years,  of  any  lands  or  tenements,  which  shall  come  in 
question,  or  to  any  debt  by  specialty,  &c.**    This  excep- 
tion does  not  appear  to  me  to  include  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation.]     Then  the  defendant  does  not  reside  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  London  Court  of  Requests;  he  has 
not  any  counting-house  at  Brewers  Quay;  and  the  ware- 
house there  is  in  the  occupation  of  another  person.     [Bay' 
ley,  B. — Does  this  defendant  seek  his  whole  livelihood  in 
the  City  of  London?]    The  defendant  is  only  master  of  a 
vessel  trading  between  this  country  and  Holland;  he  has 
no  counting-house  here;  all  he  does  is  the  loading  and 
unloading  of  his  vessel  at  Brewer's  Quay  Wharf,  and  his 
residence  is  in  Horsley-down,  in  the  Borough  of  South-' 
wari.     In  Reeves  v.  Stroud  (c),  the  cases  are  reviewed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Taunton;  and  it  is  said  that  the  defendant 
must  obtain  his  entire  livelihood  in  the  City  of  London^  to 
bring  himself  within  the  statute ;  and  Kemsett  v.  West  {d) 
is  there  referred  to. 

BompaSi  Serjt.,  contrd. — In  Croji  v.  Pitman  {e),  it  was 
held,  that  a  coal-merchant  who  had  his  wharf  and  count- 
ing-house in  Southwari,  and  occupied  half  a  counting- 
house  in  London  for  the  purposes  of  his  trade,  was  within 
the  Act.  [BayleyfU. — There  be  had  a  place  for  carry- 
ing on  business  in  the  City  of  London*]  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, within  the  words  of  this  act,  that  the  defendant  should 
seek  his  whole  livelihood  in  the  City  of  London.  In  Bush- 
neU  V.  Zert  (y*),  a  sheriflF's  officer,  who  resided  and  carried 

(a)  Douglas,  244-5.  (c)  I  Dow.  Pr.  Rep.  399. 

(b)  13  East,  161.  This  case  was  ((/)  5  D.  &  R.  626. 
decided  on  the  present  act,  39  &  (e)  5  Taunt.  648. 
40  Geo.  3,  c.  104.  (/)  5  Bing. 316;  2 M.  &  P. 577- 
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^"*i two'"'*"'  *"""  °^  money,  to  wit,  the  sura  of  one  thousand  pounds, 
^^_,^.J_^  had  been  collected  and  paid  to  the  sidd  George  Tugwelt, 
WiLw  as  such  collector  as  sforeeaid,  of  the  duties  given  lo  him 
HiELEr.  in  charge  as  aforesaid  ;  and  although  the  said  sum  of  mo- 
ney so  collected  and  paid  to  the  said  George  Tugwell,  as 
such  collector  as  aforesaid,  was  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
Ist  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  pur  Lord,  1S30,  in 
arrear  and  unpaid,  to  wit,  at  London  aforesaid;  yet  the 
said  commissioners  appointed  to  put  in  execution  the 
Act  of  Parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  forty-third  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  late  majesty  VmgGeorge  the  Third,  inti- 
tuled, "  An  Act  for  consolidating  certain  of  the  provisions 
contained  in  any  act  or  acts  relating  to  the  duties  under 
the  management  of  the  commissioners  for  the  affairs  of 
taxes,  and  for  amending  the  same,"  or  any  two  or  more  of 
them  acting  for  the  parish  of  >S'^.  Luke,  in  the  division  of 
Finsburt/,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  being  the  liberty 
and  division  for  which  the  said  George  Tugwell  was  so 
nominated  and  appointed  to  act  as  such  collector,  as  afore- 
said, did  not  nor  would  twice,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  1st  day 
o(  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1830,  and  the  1st 
day  of  Ma;/,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1831,  call  before 
them  the  said  George  Tugwell,  so  being  such  collector  as 
aforesaid,  and  examine  him  upon  oath  or  solemn  nffirma- 
tion,  and  assure  themselves  of  the  sum  or  sums  of  money 
that  had  been  collected  and  paid  to  the  said  George  Tug- 
well as  such  collector,  and  the  said  duties  so  given  to  hint 
in  charge  as  aforesaid,  nor  did  nor  would  they  the  said 
commissioners,  nor  any  two  or  more  of  them,  assure  thera- 
Betves  of  the  sum  or  sums  in  arrear  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
cause  or  causes  thereof;  or  examine  the  said  George  Tug- 
well, so  being  such  collector  as  aforesaid,  upon  oath  or 
affirmation  touching  the  due  payment  over  of  certain  sums 
of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  mo- 
ney, to  wit,  the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  collected  by 
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in  the  preceding  part  of  the  said  year,  1830;  but  the  Exek.ofPUoi, 
said  commisHoners  then  and  there  wholly  neglected  and 
refused  so  to  do,  and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  neglected 
to  observe  and  perform  the  requisites  and  duties  imposed 
upon  them  by  the  said  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided ;  and  by  means  of  the  said  several  last-mentioned 
premises,  he  the  said  defendant  lost  and  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  and  protection  provided  by  the  said  statute  for 
and  on'  the  behalf  of  persons  who«  after  the  passing  of  the 
8idd  statute,  might  become  sureties  for  the  conduct  of  a  col- 
lector of  the  said  duties  so  given  to  him  the  said  George 
TugweU  in  charge  as  aforesaid. 

The  6th   plea  stated,  that  although  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit^  the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds,  did,  dur- 
ing the  year  ending  on  the  5th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of 
ourLordy  1831,  come  to  the  hands  of  the  said  George 
TugweU  as  such  collector  as  aforesaid,  which  said  sum  of 
money  ought,  before  tbe  expiration  of  the  said  year,  to 
have  been  paid  by  him  the  said  George  TugweU^  as  di- 
rected by  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided; 
yet  the  receiver-general  of  the  said  taxes,  rates,  and  du- 
ties of  the  said  county  of  Middlesex  did  not,  nor  would, 
call  upon  and  hasten  the  said  George  TugweU  to  make 
payment  of  the  same  upon  the  days  and  at  the  times  ap- 
pointed for  the  payment  thereof  by  the  said  statute  in 
that  case  made  and  provided ;  nor  did  nor  would  the  said 
receiver-general  cause  the  same  to  be  levied  by  warrant 
under  the  hands,  and  seals  of  two  or  more  of  the  said  com- 
nis8ioners>  upon  the  said  George  TugweU,  as  directed  by 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  but  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  the  said  receiver-general  then  and  there 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do. 

The  7th  plea  stated,  that  although  the  said  George 
TugweU  did,  during  the  year  ending  the  5th  day  o(  April, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1831,  receive  a  large  sum  of  mo- 

sS 
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^*^\aLI^^^*  P^^^'^"®'y  examined  by  the  said  commissioners  of  the  said 

district,  for  which  the  said  George  Tugwell  had  been  so 
appointed  siich  collector  as  aforesaid.  Yet  the  receiver- 
general  of  the  district,  where  the  said  office  was  so  situate 
as  aforesaid,  did  not  nor  would  require  the  said  George 
Tugwelly  so  being  such  collector  as  aforesaid,  to  account 
with  him  the  said  receiver-general  for  the  said  sums  of 
money  so  received  by  the  said  George  Tugwell,  as  such 
collector  as  aforesaid.  Nor  did  nor  would  he,  the  said 
receiver-general,  require  the  said  George  Tugwell,  so  be- 
ing such  collector  as  aforesaid,  to  be  examined  on  his 
oath  or  affirmation  touching  the  sums  so  collected  as 
aforesaid ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said  receiver- 
general  then  and  there  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so 
to  do. 

The  11th  plea  stated,  that  the  said  George  Tugwell 
was  not  duly  nominated  to  act  as  a  collector  by  the  com- 
missioners appointed  for  putting  in  execution  the  said  act 
of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  in  the  43rd  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled 
**  An  Act  for  consolidating  certain  of  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  any  act  or  acts  relating  to  the  duties  under  the 
management  of  the  commissioners  for  the  affairs  of  taxes, 
and  for  amending  the  same,"  as  in  the  condition  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory  mentioned. 

The  I2ih  plea  stated,  that  although  the  commissioners 
appointed  to  put  in  execution  the  said  act  of  Parliament, 
made  and  passed  in  the  43rd  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled  **  An  Act  for 
consolidating  certain  of  the  provisions  contained  in  any 
act  or  acts  relating  to  the  duties  under  the  management 
of  the  commissioners  for  the  affairs  of  taxes,  and  for 
amending  the  same,"  had  received  notice,  as  directed  by 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  of  a  receipt, 
to  be  holden  by  the  receiver-general,  of  the  monies 
collected  and  received  within  the  limits  of  the  district  of 
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the  8aid  commissioners.      Yet,  the  said  commissioners  ExcH,  of  pieet, 

183''. 
did  not^  nor  would,  on  or  immediately  before  the  day  of 

such  receipt  to  be  so  holden  as  aforesaid,  call  before 
them  the  said  George  Tugwell,  so  being  such  collector 
as  aforesaid,  and  examine  him  upon  solemn  oath  or  affir« 
mation>  and  assure  themselves  of  all  and  every  of  the 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  and  arrears  of  the  said  duties  and 
compositions  respectively,  that  had  been  collected,  or  re- 
mained to  be  collected,  and  which  were  payable  to  the 
said  receiver-general,  or  his  deputy,  or  such  other  per- 
son or  persons  authorized  to  receive  the  same  at  such 
ensuing  receipt,  under  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
provided ;  nor  did  nor  would  they,  the  said  commis- 
sioners, make  any  order  therein  for  the  payment  of  the 
same  to  the  receiver-general,  or  his  deputy,  or  other 
person  or  persona  authorized  to  receive  the  same,  as 
aforesaid;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  they,  the  said 
commissioners,  wholly  neglected  and  reftised  so  to  do. 

To  all  these  pleas  there  was  a  general  demurrer,  and 
joinder  in  demurrer.  ^ 

Folleft,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  object  of  the 
pleas  is  to  shew  that  the  commissioners  have  not  strictly 
performed  their  duty,  and  the  effect  of  holding  the  pleas 
to  be  good,  would  be^  that  the  crown  would  suffer  be- 
cause the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Parliament,  which 
are  merely  directory,  have  not  been  strictly  complied 
with.  The  condition  of  the  bond  has  no  reference  to 
the  performance  of  the  commissioners*  duty,  but  to  the 
performance  of  the  duty  of  the  collector,  and  the  bond 
is  forfeited  if  the  collector  has  not  performed  his  duty. 
[Lord  Lyndkurstf  C.  B. — Tbe  duty  of  the  commissioners 
pointed  out  in  the  first  of  these  pleas  is  merely  imposed 
for  tbe  purpose  of  their  ascertaining  the  amount  in  the 
hands  of  the  collector.  Can  the  neglect  of  that  duty  pre- 
clude them  from  suing  on  the  bond  ?]     In  the  Trent  Na- 
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CnLV^/>/au.  ngatiom  t.  Barlgy  (a),  it  tu  bcU,  Uut  the  bdies  ofob. 
-  ligce*  in  a  bond  (conditioned  for  the  pnnei|i«l  ob^or  to 

^■u'  account  for  and  psj  over  firom  tme  to  time  all  aocb  tolls 
UuLn.  ai  be  iboold  ctJlect  for  the  ot^gces),  in  not  propertj  ex- 
amining tbeir  accounts  for  «gbt  or  nine  jeara,  and  not  call- 
ing upon  tbe  priodpal  for  psjment  so  aoon  aa  tbej  might 
have  dooe  for  nunc  in  amar  or  nnaccounted  for,  ii  not  ui 
estoppel  at  law  in  an  action  against  ibe  suretiea.  And,  in 
Nam  T.  Bowies  (b),  where,  on  a  bond  with  a  ctHidition 
reciting  that  tbe  principal  oUigor,  with  hia  anieties,  be- 
came bound  a*  collectors  of  daties  assessed  under  the  4<3 
Geo.  3,  to  tbe  commisnoners  acting  for  tbe  district  under 
that  statute,  for  Ibe  due  coUeclion  and  payment  of  tboae 
duties  to  tbe  receiver-general,  it  was  held,  that  such  bond 
might  be  put  in  force  against  one  of  tbe  sureties,  though 
be  were  not  apprised  of  the  default  of  tbe  collector  in  not 
paying  over  duties  collected  by  him,  nor  called  upon  for 
an  indemnity  by  the  commissioners  till  after  tbe  dismissal 
from  office  of  such  collector.  All  tbe  provisions  referred 
to  in  these  pleas  (except  the  7tb)  are  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  the  amount  in 
the  hands  of  the  collector.  The  7th  plea  is  drawn  on  tfae 
wrong  section,  namely,  the  5Snd,  which  autborixes  and 
empowers  tbe  commissioners  to  imprison  the  person  and 
seize  and  secure  the  estate  of  the  collector,  and  which  is 
framed  to  guard  the  revenue  against  the  default  of  the  col- 
lector. It  ought  to  have  been  founded  on  tlie  proviso  in 
tbe  13th  section,  "  That  no  such  bond  shall  be  put  in  suit 
against  any  surely  or  sureties  for  any  de6ciency  other 
then  what  shall  remain  uneatisfied  after  the  sale  of  tbe 
lands,  tenements,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  collector;"  and 
then  such  a  plea  should  have  shewn  some  lands  or  tene- 
ments, sold  or  unsold,  out  of  which  the  deficiency  might  be 
satisfied.    As  the  bond  is  not  to  be  put  in  suit  for  any  de- 

{«)  lflEa9l,34.  (A)  l4Eut,51l). 
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ficiency  other  than  what  shall  remain  unsatisfied  after  the  ^*^\^^^*^* 
sale  of  the  lands,  &c.,  the  defendant,  to  raise  this  point, 
should  have  distinctly  averred  that  there  were  lands,  te- 
nements, goods,  chattels,  &c.  of  the  collector  which  might 
have  been  seized  and  sold  to  supply  the  deficiency.  All 
the  other  pleas  are  founded  on  the  directory  powers  given 
to  the  commissioners.  The  effect  of  upholding  these  pleas 
would  be,  that  if  the  commissioners  have  not  done  their 
duty  the  crown  is  to  suffer.  The  11th  plea  is,  that  he 
was  not  duly  appointed  collector;  and  the  8th,  that  the 
duplicates  were  not  delivered;  but  the  defendant  is  es- 
topped by  the  recital  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  from 
disputing  those  facts.  He  cannot  plead  against  his  own 
deed. 

BompaSy  Serjt.,  conird, — It  is  admitted  that  the  two 
pleas  last  referred  to,  that  is,  the  8th  and  the  11th,  can- 
not be  maintained,  being  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  bond. 
[Bayle^y  B. — They  cannot  be  maintained  unless  you  can 
shew  that  the  condition  was  illegal.]  The  7th  plea,  as  to 
not  averring  that  there  were  lands,  tenements,  &c.,  may  be 
amended,  if  necessary,  by  supplying  an  express  averment 
to  that  effect.  [Bayley,  B. — Are  the  facts  so?  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  must  have  an  affidavit  stating  that 
such  is  the  fact.  There  is  not  the  slightest  reason  for 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  fact  is  so.]  There  is 
another  class  of  pleas  here  which  are  good  pleas.  The 
public  are  interested  in  having  good  sureties,  and  if  these 
clauses  are  not  to  furnish  a  protection  to  sureties,  the  fa- 
cility in  obtaining  such  security  would  be  lessened. 

The  fact  of  the  commissioners  being  public  officers  makes 
nodifference  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  as  against  the  sureties 
who  contract  with  them.  It  is  a  different  question  whether 
they,  as  public  officers,  are  liable  for  a  breach  of  duty. 
The  condition  refers  to  the  statute  in  the  same  way  as  if 
the  statutes  were  inserted  in  the  bond,  and  the  defendants 
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on  his  part?  You  may  plead  performance  of  the  whole,  £«cA.  of  Pi§as, 
or  excuse  yourself  from  the  performance  of  the  whole ;  or 
performance  of  a  part,  and  excuse  the  performance  of  the 
residue.  Here  the  collector  is  to  demand  the  sums  as- 
sessed, as  well  as  pay  the  money  collected.  Lord  Lyndh 
hursty  C.  B. — Consistently  with  your  plea  there  might  have 
been  a  breach  of  this  bond  before  the  neglect  on  which 
you  rely.  In  every  view  of  these  pleas  they  are  bad.  It 
was  TugwelFsAnXy  to  demand  4  If  he  does  not,  the  bond  is 
forfeited.]  The  9th  plea  is  on  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  88.  That 
act  differs  in  this  respect,  that  the  collector  is  not  bound 
to  pay  before  the  receipt-days;  the  commissioners  are  to 
examine  him  before  those  days^  and  he  is  to  pay  on  those 
days.  The  last  plea  is,  that  the  commissioners  did  not 
call  the  collector  before  them,  and  require  him  to  pay. 
[Lord  Lyndhursty  C.  B.— How  does  that  answer  the  not 
demanding ;  a  default  in  that  respect  may  have  been  com- 
mitted before.]  By  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  38,  Regulation  No.  4, 
the  commissioners  are  required^  whenever  they  shall  have 
received  notice,  as  directed  by  that  act,  of  any  receipt,  to 
be  holden  by  the  receiver-general,  of  the  monies  collect- 
ed and  received  within  the  limits  of  the  district  of  the  said 
commissioners  respectively,  on  or  before  the  days  of  re- 
ceipt to  be  so  holden,  to  call  before  them  the  collectors^ 
and  examine  them  on  oath  as  to  all  sums  of  money  and 
arrears  of  the  duties  and  compositions  respectively,  that 
siiall  have  been  collected,  and  to  make  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  same  to  the  receiver-general.  They 
cannot  say  that  the  collector  has  made  default  before 
they  call  him  before  them.  Bayley,  B. — Before  the 
3  Geo.  4,  had  he  no  obligation  to  pay?  Though  the  col- 
lector was  never  called  before  the  commissioners,  he  is 
bound  to  attend  before  the  receiver-general,  and  to  ac- 
count, by  the  49th  section.  Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B. — 
Look  at  the  second  rule — That  directs  that  every  collec- 


260  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER. 

EMck.  of  Pleas,  tor  residing  within  ten  miles  of  an  office  for  the  daily  or 

weekly  receipt  of  taxes,  shall  once  in  every  intervening 
quarter,  when  required  by  the  receiver-general  of  the 
district,  account  with  the  said  receiver-general,  and  be 
examined  on  oath  by  him,  **  unless  the  accounts  of  the 
monies  received  by  such  collector  shall  have  been  pre- 
viously examined  by  the  commissioners  of  the  district"  It 
is  quite  clear  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  before  the  commis- 
sioners.] There  is  a  difference  between  accounting  and 
paying.  [Bayley^  B. — The  receiver  attends  to  receive, 
the  collector  is  to  account;  must  he  not  pay  over?  A  plea 
that  a  man  has  accounted,  without  saying  that  he  has  paid 
over,  is  a  bad  plea. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  accounting  must  neces- 
sarily include  receiving.  What  does  the  receiver  go  for, 
but  to  receive  the  money  from  the  collectors?  K  the  col- 
lector is  there  and  accounts,  he  must  pay;  the  account  is 
to  be  taken  before  the  receiver;  the  account  ascertained 
is  to  be  paid  over. 

Leave  to  amend  the  7th  plea,  by  inserting 
an  averment  that  there  were  lands  and 
goods  of  the  collector  to  satisfy  the'  de» 
ficiency,  if  the  fact  were  so. 
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REGULA  GENERALIS.  1833. 

XT  IS  ORDERED  that  in  case  a  rule  of  Court,  or  Judge's  or-  Order  on  sheriff 
der  for  returning  a  bailable  writ  of  capiat  shall  expire  in  {,^1*0?  dcfca! 
vacation,  and  the  sheriff,  or  other  officer  having  the  re-  danticTaation. 
turn  of  such  writ,  shall  return  cepi  corpus  thereon,  a 
Judge*8  order  may  thereupon  issue,  requiring  the  sheriff 
or  other  officer,  within  the  like  number  of  days  after  the 
service  of  such  order,  as  by  the  practice  of  the  Court  is 
prescribed  with  respect  to  rules  to  bring  in  the  body  is- 
sued in  term,  to  bring  the  defendant  into  Court,  by  forth- 
with putting  in  and  perfecting  bail  above  to  the  action ; 
and  if  the  sheriff,  or  other  officer,  shall  not  duly  obey  such 
order,  and  the  same  shall  have  been  made  a  rule  of  Court 
in  the  term  next  following,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
serve  such  rule  of  Court,  or  to  make  any  fresh  demand 
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thereon;  but  an  attachment  ehall  issue  forthwith  for  diso- 
bedience of  sucb  order,  whether  the  bail  sball  or  shall  not 
liave  been  put  in  and  perfected  in  the  meantime. 


T.  Denman. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 
LVNDHURST. 

J.  Baylet. 
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J.  Vauqhan. 


J.  Parke. 

W.  BoLLAMD. 

J.  B.  BoSANQUET. 

W.  E.  Taunton. 
E.  H.  Alderson, 
J.  Patteson. 

J.  GUKMBY. 


EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


goodiorabank- 


Balme  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Banehart  and  Bbnson, 
Bankrupts,  t>.  Hutton,  Esq.,  Jbwisun,  Esq.,  Ihgham, 
Wood,  and  Others. 

[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (^a)). 
M.  HIS  case  was  brought  by  writ  of  error  into  the  Exehe- 
.  quer  Chamber,  and  was  there  argued  in  the  vacation  after 
last  Trinity  Term,  by  Starkie,  for  the  plaintiflTa,  and  by 
niptbcroretmn-  p.  PoUock,  foT  the  defendants.  There  being  a  difference 
of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges,  they  now  delivered  their 
opinions  aeriatim. 

Patteson,  J. — This  was  an  action  of  trover,  in  which 
the  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  as  follows: — 

"  C.  Bankhart  and  William  Benson,  the  bankrupts,  for 
several  years  before,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  issuing  the 
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canunission  hereinafter  mentioned,  carried  on  the  business  ^**;iJj**^» 
of  worsted  sphmers  in  i>artner8hip9  at  Bowlings  within  the 
honour  of  Ponie/racif  in  the  county  of  York.  On  the 
27th  day  of  October,  1825,  Bankhatt  and  Benson  were  in- 
debted to  the  defendants,  H.  W,  Wood,  J,  W.  fPood,  and 
JUl  W.  Wood,  in  a  sum  of  money  exceeding  3,500/.  for 
wool  sold  and  delivered ;  and  upon  that  day,  at  the  request 
of  the  said  Messrs.  Wood,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney 
for  securing  that  sum  and  such  further  advances  as  in  the 
whole  should  amount  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  5,000/.; 
which  warrant  of  attorney  was  filed  within  twenty-one 
days  from  the  date  thereof,  pursuant  to  the  statute  6  Geo  At 
c.  16;  and  judgment  by  nil  dicit  was  entered  up  thereon 
on  the  14th  November  following. 

''On  the  31st  December,  1825,  the  said  C.Bankhari 
and  Wm,  Benson,  being  traders,  and  indebted  to  the  peti- 
tioning creditor  in  a  debt  sufficient  to  support  the  after- 
mentioned  commission,  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

''On  the  25th  January,  1826,  the  defendant,  Inghami 
{Jewison  then  being  chief  bailiffof  the  honour  of  Poit^^ac/, 
within  which  honour  he  has  the  execution  of  all  writs,  and 
appoints  his  own  deputies,  from  whom  he  takes  bonds  with 
sufficient  sureties  to  indemnify  him  from  the  acts  of  such 
deputies),  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  directed  to  Jewison  and 
his  deputy,  (defendant  Ingham),  by  defendant  Hulton,  the 
then  sheriff  of  the  county  of  York,  founded  on  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  said  defendants,  H.  W, 
Wood,  J.  W.  Wood,  and  M.  W.  Wood,  against  the  said 
bankrupts  under  the  judgment  aforesaid,  returnable  on 
Monday  next  after  eight  days  of  the  Purification,  and  in- 
dorsed, to  levy  1,521/.  I2s.  lOd.,  besides,  &c.,  seized  in 
execution  certain  machinery  and  utensils  of  the  said  bank- 
rupts, in  a  mill  occupied  by  them  at  Bowling  aforesaid. 

''  On- the  same  day,  a  valuation  of  the  said  machinery  and 
utensils,  together  with  the  said  bankrupts'  tenant-right  in 
the  said  mill,  was  made  by  the  defendant  Ingham,  amount- 
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->  ingaltogeUiertothe*uinofl,4S5i.,-  and  the  said  machinery 
and  utensils,  and  tenant-right,  were  on  that  day  purchased 
at  such  valuation  from  the  said  Ingham,  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  said  chief  bailiff,  by  one  Barker,  a  clerk  or  book- 
keeper of  the  sud  Messrs.  Wood;  but  no  money  was  paid 
by  Barker orWood  to  /iig'Aani, except  the  Sheriff's  pound- 
age, and  other  costs  of  the  levy. 

"  Immediately  upon  the  sale,  Barter  took  possession 
of  the  mill,  machinery,  and  utensils,  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
f^ood,  and  retained  possession  until  the  l~th  Fefrmary  fol- 
lowing, when  the  machinery  and  utensils  were  sold  by  pub- 
lic aucdon  for  the  sum  of  964^  14i.  Gd.  (the  tenant-rigbt  in 
tbe  mill  remaining  unsold,  but  being  of  little  or  no  value); 
and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  were  paid  over  by  Barker  to 
Messrs.  Wood. 

"  On  the  day  of  the  sale  toBarker,  Messrs.  Wood  Agreed 
to  indemiufy  the  defendant  Ingham  from  any  action  for 
making  the  levy;  and  a  bond  of  indemnity  was  afterwards 
executed. 

"On  the  31st  February,  I8S6,  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt issued  against  Sankhart  and  Benton,  under  which 
they  were  declared  bankrupts  on  the  S4tb  day  of  the  same 
month. 

"  Neither  the  Sheriff,  nor  tbe  chief  bailiff,  nor  Ingham, 
knew  or  had  any  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
Ban/chart  and  Benson  before  tbe  return  of  the  writ  of 
Jieri/iacias." 

Tbe  special  verdict  then  proceeded  to  find  Jemton  and 
Ingham  guilty  or  not  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court ; 
and  it  then  found  Hutton  not  guilty,  and  Wood  and  the 
other  defendants  guilty. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  has  given  a  very  elaborate 
judgment;  and  has  decided  rhat  the  verdict  should  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant  Jewiton,  and  against  tbe  defen- 
dant Ingham.  Upon  which  judgment  a  writ  of  error  has 
been  brought. 
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The  deciston  against  the  defendant  Ingham  proceeds  on  Ezek.  chaaibtr, 
the  grouod,  that  be,  being  the  bailiff  who  executed  the  writ  ^ 

of  Jierijacias,  took  an  indemnity  from  the  execution-cre-  Balhb 
ditor,  and  ia,  therefore,  identified  with  him.  But  the  Court  huttoh. 
held,  that  the  defendant  •/eieisoH,  the  chief  bailiff,  whose 
officer  Ingham  was,  is  not  affected  by  this  circumstance* 
I  confess,  it  appears  to  me,  as  at  present  advised,  that  if 
Ingham  be  identified  with  the  execution-creditor,  in  con- 
sequence of  what  he  has  done  in  the  course  of  executing 
the  writ,  JewUon  is  so  likewise.  Jewiaon  would  be  liable 
for  all  acts  done  by  Ingham  as  officer,  even  for  any  extor- 
tion committed  by  Ingham,  although  contrary  to  his  ex- 
press orders;  Jewiton  can  have  the  benefit  of  the  indem- 
nity taken  by  Ingham,  and  is,  in  my  apprehension,  exactly 
in  the  same  condition  as  Ingham.  However,  as  the  other 
point  in  the  case  is  the  most  important  one,  1  will  proceed 
to  examine  it,  having  stated  only  thus  much  on  the  point 
of  indemnity,  lest  I  should  be  supposed  to  agree  with  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  upon  it. 

The  principal  question  then  is  this: — Is  a  sheriff  liable 
to  an  action  of  trover  at  the  suit  of  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  where,  upon  AJieri  facias  against  a  trader  who 
has  committed  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  which  the 
sheriff  is  wholly  ignorant,  he  seizes  and  sells? 

I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  liable.  It  has  been  so  consi- 
dered for  a  great  length  of  time;  and  though  I  admit  that  the 
case  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  reported  in  1  Burr.  20,  and  much 
more  intelligibly,  as  I  think,  in  Lord  Kenyon's  notes,  3i)5, 
does  not  necessarily  decide  the  point;  because,  in  that  case, 
the  sheriff  sold  the  goods  after  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
had  issued ;  yet  the  general  understanding  ot  the  profession 
has  long  treated  that  case  and  the  subsequent  practice  as 
decisive  of  this  question.  Accordingly,  in  the  case  o(  La- 
sarut  V.  ff^aithman  (a),  the  'Court  of  Common  Pleat  ex- 
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■,  prcssljr  so  held  ;  and  in  that  case  the  old  authoritiei,  and 
particularly  Bailey  t.  Bnnningia),  were  cited  by  counsel. 
Afterwards,  in  Price  j.  Helyar  [b),  the  Court  of  Comman 
Pleas  agdin  decided  In  the  eame  manner  on  the  aaaie 
ground  t  and,  according  to  the  report  in  Moore  ^  Pagne, 
the  couniel  for  the  defendant  cited  Baiieg  t.  Banmng. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  had  also  held  the  same  doo- 
trine  some  time  beforcj  in  the  case  of  Potter  v.  SiOrkix, 
cited  in  4  Af.  ^  S^  ^60,  and  also  in  Lamame  t.  Wmthman. 
I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  enter  into  a  full  examina- 
tion of  (he  reasoning  of  Lord  Mansjield,  in  Cooper  v. 
ChiUff.  I  agree  in  much,  though  not  in  all,  that  is  eaid 
on  that  snbject,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Bxche- 
quer  in  this  case;  but  I  dissent  from  the  conclusiott  which 
is  drawn  in  that  judgment. 

Looking  at  the  subsequent  authorities,  and  at  the  uni- 
form practice  in  modern  timea,  I  cannot  consider  this  qaes- 
tion  es  ret  integra,  and  should  not  think  myself  justified 
in  orerruling  the  decisions  of  so  many  learned  Judges, 
even  if  I  felt  that,  in  the  absence  of  such  decaions,  my 
view  of  the  law  would  probably  be  different.  But  I  by  no 
means  say  that  it  would  be  different.  The  first  authority, 
vix.Bailey  v.  Burning,  is  cited  as  having  determined  the 
point  the  other  way.  Now,  if  I  am  not  bound  by  the  se- 
veral modem  decisions  on  the  subject,  I  certainly  am  not 
bound  by  the  authority  of  Bailey  v.  BunniKg,  badly  and 
imperfectly  repoi-ted  as  it  is  in  LeviiiK,  in  Sidtrjin,  and  in 
Comberbach,  and  impossible  as  I  find  it  to  satisfy  my 
mind  on  what  ground  the  Court,  in  that  case,  really  did 
proceed. 

Th«  BpeciAl  verdict  in  that  case,  which  was  an  action  of 
trorer  against  the  judgment-creditor  and  the  bailiff  of  a 
liberty  having  the  execution  of  writs,  is  plainly  imperfect; 
for  it  finds  only  a  demand  and  refusal,  bat  not  a  convet- 

(a)  ILev.  173.  (i)  1M.&P.541;  5.  C.  4  Biaff.  69/. 
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sion-^whereafi  it  is  common  learning  that  a  demand  and  Exeh.  Chamber, 

,  1633* 

refusal  are  evidence  only  of  a  conversion^  and  that  the  jury 

must  themselves  draw  the  conclusion.  Again,  the  verdict 
puts  the  question  on  the  taking;  and,  according  to  the 
Reports^  it  should  seem  that  the  Court  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  taking  was  not  unlawful;  which  is  frequent- 
ly not  the  real  point  in  trover— for  the  taking  may  be  law- 
ful, and  yet  there  may  be  a  subsequent  unlawful  conversion. 
[The  learned  Judge  here  referred  to  the  translation  of 
the  special  postea  from  the  original  roll  in  Bailey  v.  Bun- 
mngf  which  had  been  procured  for  the  Judges  (a).]     The 


(a)  The  following  is  the  finding 
of  the  jury  here  referred  to— And 
the  jurors  say,  upon  their  oath, 
that  the  said   W,  MawUy  is  not 
guilty  of  the  premises  within  laid 
to   his   charge;  as  the  said   W, 
Mawiey  has  within,  for  himself,  in 
pleading,  alleged;  and  the  jurors 
aforesaid,upon  their  aforesaid  oath, 
further  say,  that  the  said  W.  Mato- 
leyy  in  Trinity  Term,  in  the  four- 
teenth year  of  the  reign  of  our 
Lord  Charla  the  Second,  the  now 
King  of  England,  in  the  Court  of 
die  Bench  of  our  said  Lord  the 
King,  at  Westminster,  by  the  con- 
sideration of  the  sdd  Court,  reco- 
vered against  one  John  Eaton  a 
certain  debt  of  152/ ;  also  60*.  for 
the  damages,  &c.,  as  by  the  re- 
cord, &c.;  and  the  jurors  afore- 
said, on  thdr  aforesaid  oath,  fur- 
ther say,  that  on  the  sixth  day  of 
June,  in  the  above-mentioned  four- 
teenth year  of  the  reign  of  our  said 
Lord  the  now  King  &c.,  at  &c.,  the 
sud  John  Eaton  became  a  bankrupt, 
within  the  several  statutes  against 
bankrupts  made  and  provided,  and 


that  the  said  John  Eaton  then  and 
there  was  possessed  of  the  monies, 
goods,  and  chattel,  in  the  within 
count  mentioned;  and  the  afore- 
said jurors,  upon  their  said  oath, 
further  say,  that  a  writ  of  fieri  fa- 
cias of  our  said  Lord  the  now 
King,  directed  to  the  sheriflf  of 
Northampton,  issued  from  the  said 
Court  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster, 
upon  the  judgment  aforesaid,  by 
which  writ  also  it  was  command- 
ed the  said  sheriff  of  Northamp- 
tonshire,ihsX  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  the  said  John  Eaton,  in  his 
bailiwick,  he  should  cause  to  be 
made,  as  well  the  aforesaid  debt 
of  152/.,  which  the  said  W.  Maw- 
teyy  In  the  said  Court  of  Common 
Bench,  at  Westminster,  before  the 
Justices  of  that  Court,  recovered 
against  him,  as  the  aforesaid  60s., 
which  were  adjudged,  &c.;  and 
that  he  should  have  those  monies 
before  the  Justices  of  our  Lord 
the  King  at  Westminster,  in  three 
weeks  from  the  day.of  St.  Michael 
then  next  ensuing,  to  render  to 
the  aforesaid  William  for  his  debt 

t2 
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in  (be  seizure;  and  it  is  expressly  found,  that  tlie  goods  Exch.  chamber, 
Etill  remained  in  the  bailiff's  hands,  not  sold  or  delivered  - 

over  to  the  execution-creditor;  and  yet  Bailet/  f,  Bunning        balub 
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rionen  shall  deal  with  all  Ibe  personal  property  of  the  bank- 
mpty  of  which  no  execration  is  served  and  executed  at  the 
time  he  becomes  bankrupt.   How  deal  widi  it  ?   By  assign- 
ing it  to  the  assignees.     In  order  to  effectuate  this  intention 
of  the  legislature,  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to  bold  that 
the  property  was  in  the  assignees  by  relation  firom  the 
time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  otherwise,  there  would  hare 
been  no  mode  of  recovering  the  personal  property  which 
had  been  disposed  of  between  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and 
the  assignment.    This  relation  is  created  by  the  statutes 
of  bankrupt  in  effect,  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  expressly 
enacted,  and  manifestly  binds  all  persons  except  the  king, 
who  is  not  named  in  these  statutes.     Now,  the  action  of 
trover,  which  is  the  form  of  the  present  action,  is  founded 
on  property;  and,  as  the  assignees  have  the  property  by 
relation,  it  follows  that  they  can  maintain  this  action  against 
any  person  who  has  converted  the  goods  in  the  interval 
between  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  the  action,  subject  al- 
ways to  the  limitation  of  two  months,  introduced  by  stat. 
49  Geo.  S,  c.  1^1,  s.  2.     All  the  cases,  from  the  time  of 
the  bankrupt  acts  of  Elizabeth  and  James  the  First,  shew 
this;  and,  indeed,  it  is  on  this  principle  only  that  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  present  case,  have  given  judg- 
ment against  the  execution-creditor  and  the  bailiff  Ing^ 
ham.    The  action  of  trespass  is  very  diflferent;  it  is  found* 
ed  not  on  property,  but  on  possession ;  and,  where  there  is 
no  actual  possession,  but  right  of  property  is  said  to  drasv 
to  it  possession,  that  is  only  where  the  plaintiff  has  a  right 
of  possession  at  the  time  of  the  trespass.    Here  he  had 
no  such  right,  except  by  relation,  and  the  cases  establish 
that  a  man  shall  not  be  made  a  trespasser  by  relation. 
There  is  reason  in  such  a  rule ;  for,  in  trespass,  the  da- 
mages are  unlimited ;  in  trover  they  are  limited  to  the  va- 
lue of  the  property. 

It  being,  therefore,  clear,  that  the  plaintiffs  had,  by  re- 
lation, such  a  property  as  would  maintain  trover  against  all 
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persons  but  the  king,  tb^  question  in  this  case,  as  it  seems  Exeh.  Chamber, 
to  me,  is  reduco4  to  tbiSf  whether  the  character  of  the 
sheriff  afibrds  a  defence  to  the  action.  The  bankrupt 
acts  contain  no  clause  prptectipg  the  sheriff;  they  speak 
of  all  persons  being  bpuad  whQ  plaim  under  the  bankrupt; 
but  it  is  contended  thf^t  the  sheriff  does  not  claim  under 
the  bankrupt ;  yet  it  is  admitted  that  the  execution*credi- 
tor«  who  puts  the  sheriff  in  rnplioni  does  claim  under  the 
bankrupt,  and  tb^t  the  vendee  from  the  sheriff  also  claims 
under  him ;  but  it  is  said  tli^t  the  sheriff  does  not.  I  can- 
not assent  to  this  doctrine  at  aJI-  It  is  said  to  be  hard  on 
tb^  aberiff;  but  if  the  law  h^  clear,  any  hardship  arising 
from  it  is  immaterial.:  and  ii  h  not  found  practically  bard, 
for  the  offices  of  undersbcriff  and  of*  bound-bailiff  are 
coveted,  notwithstanding  tb^  action,  wbich  has  prevailed 
maiiy  year^.  It  js  said  that  the  sheriff  y^  invincibly  igno- 
rant of  the  facts;  so  is  the  execution-cr^editor ;  yet  he  is 
npt  excused  if  be  joi^  m  the  execution :  ignorance,  there- 
for^, alone,  will  not  do.  Again,  the  si^riff  is  often  a^  in* 
vincibly  ignorant  in  ca3e8  of  biljs  of  sale>  whether  they  be 
fraudulent  pr  not;  ye^  h^  is  obliged  to  run  the  risk:  nayy 
morf  ^  where  he  knows  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy!  he  is  stiU 
pblig^  to  seize  iwde^  a  Jfcri  facias,  and  fbraierly  W9<s 
obliged  to  a^jU,  (or  n<m  comtai  that  any  ^ppjtpifsiop  ifiU 
issue;  whU^i^  is  quite  a#  b^rd  as  b^pg  obliged  to  a^t  in  ig- 
norance. Whatever  bftrdahip  l^e  nuay  bav^  jbe^n  under 
ISonwarly,  be  is  uoder  very  litde  ^nce  49  Geo,  3,  te.  ISl : 
h^  can  alwaya  inquire  whether  any  aet  of  bankrnptcy  ha^ 
been  committed ;  and  if  he  has  reason  to  sif  spect  tltat  (iieris 
haSf  h0  cap  apply  tp  the  Court  for  protection  for  t>vo 
months,  after  which  he  is  safe.  But  it  is  said  that  tlie  Uw 
in  other  cases  makes  a  distinction  bfsitween  a  sheriff  ^nd  a 
party;  as^  for  instance^  that  a  sheriff  may  justify  under  |i 
writ  of  execution,  but  the  pai*ty  must  shew  npt  only  a  writ 
but  a  subsisting  judgment.  No  doubt  that  is  so;  and  why  ? 
B^g^use  A»  party  id  the  cause,  who  is  liable  only  in  case 
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be  has  been  personally  active  in  tbe  seizure,  or  has  taken 
the  goods  or  their  produce  from  the  sheriff,  yet  having 
put  tbe  sheriff  in  motion,  i.  e.  having  sued  out  tbe  writ,  if 
he  become  liable  at  aU,  must  shew  a  cause  for  suing  out 
the  writ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  vrrit  itself  would  shew 
no  cause ;  whereas  the  sheriffdoes  nothing  till^after  the  writ 
is  put  into  hb  hands,  and  acts  professedly  in  obedience  to 
the  vrit.  The  difference  in  the  requisites  of  a  justification 
between  the  sheriff  and  the  party  arises,  not  from  the  cbar- 
acter  of  the  sheriff,  but  from  the  stage  of  tlie  proceedings 
at  which  they  respectively  interfere. 

The  writ  commands  the  sheriff  to  take  the  goods  of  ^.; 
he  takes  goods  which  had  been  the  property  of  A.,  and 
are  still  in  his  possession,  though,  in  point  of  law,  they 
have  ceased  to  be  bis  property,  if  certain  contingent 
events  happen ;  but  no  other  person  at  that  time  has  the 
right  of  possession:  tbe  sheriff,  therefore,  is  not  liable  to 
be  sued  in  trespass  by  the  person  who,  by  the  happening 
of  subsequent  events,  turns  out  to  have  had  in  law  the 
property  of  tbe  goods  at  the  time  of  the  seizure;  neither 
b  the  execution-creditor  liable  in  trespass!  but  both  the 
sheriff  and  the  creditor,  if  he  takes  the  proceeds,  are  liable 
in  trover  to  render  the  value  of  the  goods  to  the  person 
whose  property  they  turn  out  to  be.  I  see  neither  hard- 
ship nor  injustice  in  this,  nor  any  thing  contrary  to  the 
usual  course  and  maxims  of  the  law. 

If,  then,  this  were  res  Integra,  I  should  think  the  sheriff 
liable ;  much  more  do  I  so  think,  when  I  find  the  modem 
authorities  so  deciding,  even  if  I  were  satisfied,  which 
/  am  not,  that  the  more  antient  authorities  are  the  other 
way. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  tbe 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  this  case,  as  regards  the  defen- 
dant  Jewison,  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Tavnton,  J. — Two  questions  have  been  raised  on  be- 


1 
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half  of  the  defendants  in  error  in  this  case — the  one,  that  Exch.  Chamber, 

1QOQ 

the  property  in  the  goods  and  chattels  seized  remained  in     ^     ™^'  ^ 
the  bankrupts,  Bankhart  %  Benson,  until  the  assignment        Balmb 
by  the  commissioners  under  the  commission  of  bankrupt;       hutton. 
that  at  the  time  of  the  seiizure,  therefore,  they  were  their 
goods  and  chattels;  that  in  making  the  seizure  JeuAson, 
the  chief  bailiff  of  the  honor,  and  Ingham,  his  deputy, 
were  acting  in  strict  obedience  to  the  writ  ot fieri  fticias, 
which  commanded  them  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Bank^ 
hart  %  Benson  to  make  the  money  to  be  levied;  and,  there- 
fore, that  Jemson  (for  of  Ingham  there  was  no  question, 
in  consequence  of  his  having  taken  an  indemnity  from  the 
judgment-creditor)  is  not  liable  to  this  action.    The  other 
question  was,  whether,  admitting  the  doctrine  of  relation 
to  be  applicable  to  the  judgment-creditors,  it  could  be  so 
with  respect  to  Jewison,  who  was  a  public  officer,  and 
supposed  to  be  entitled  to  peculiar  protection,  and  not 


I 
I 

t         capable  of  being  considered  as  a  wrong-doer,  when  acting 


in  obedience  to  his  writ,  and  in  ignorance  of  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed.  If  either  of  these  questions  be 
answered  in  favour  of  the  defendants  in  error,  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed ;  but  upon  a  full  consideration  of  the 
subject,  [  am  of  opinion  that  both  points  are  against  them, 
and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

In  giving  my  reasons  for  the  conclusion  at  which  I 
have  arrived,  I  do  not  mean  to  go  into  the  cases  at  any 
length.  They  are  so  fully  discussed  in  the  very  learned 
and  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  in 
the  arguments  at  the  bar,  and  the  subject  itself,  speaking 
generally,  is  so  familiar  to  the  mind  of  every  lawyer,  that 
this  is  wholly  unnecessary. 

Upon  the  first  point,  I  admit  that  the  property  in  the 
goods,  according  to  the  case  of  Carey  v.  Crisp  (a),  is  not 

(a)  1  Salk.  106. 
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£^- c^»^>  tr«iuferrfld  out  of  tbe  bankrupt  before  autgomeat  by  the 
"  oommissionenii  but  though  thu  be  $o,  it  is  most  clear,  and 

balhb  haB  been  seiUed  by  a  long  series  of  decisions,  that  when 
HirnoH.  an  aseigntneDt  is  made  under  a  good  commissioii  of  bank- 
ruptcy, it  relates  back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  cotnmitted, 
and  avoids  all  mesne  acts.  The  law  on  this  subject  is 
thus  stated  by  Lord  HardmcJce,  in  tbe  case  of  BiUon  v. 
Hyde  (o)— "  By  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate  vested  in  the  assignees,  and  tbe  property 
vested  in  them  from  the  time  of  the  act  committed)  and 
that  may  go  back  to  a  great  length  of  time,  and  it  over- 
charges all  those  acts,  without  regard  to  the  fairness  or 
fraud  in  them:  so  that  a  sale  of  gooda  by  tbe  bankrupt 
after  tbe  act  committed  is  a  sale  of  their  property;  and  for 
which  they  may  maintain  trover.  So  it  is,  as  to  the  payment 
of  money ;  and  this  was  tbe  intent  of  the  act  of  FarliamcDt, 
the  statute  of  Jck,  I ,  being,  '  that  this  shall  not  extend  to 
the  prejudice  of  any  debtor  of  the  bankrupt  who  paid 
his  debt  after  the  act  committed,  without  knowiBg  of  it.' 
This  relation  the  assignment  has,  does  not  only  over- 
charge acts  done  in  pait  and  contracts  entered  into  by 
such  persons  having  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  but 
also  acts  on  record,  and  legal  acts  done  by  him,  such  as 

iiiHtrmpntn?    «/i   that  if  uTor-nHnn  ia  talien  mit  bOaf  iIis  aft 
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would  be  a  partiaular  mischief,  whieh  they  eured  by  that  s*c^  Chamber, 
proTiso,  but  did  not  extend  it  fartheri  because  the  incon- 
▼enience  on  the  other  hand,  of  suffering  bankrupts  to  dis- 
pose of  their  effects  by  contracts  or  judgments,  would  put  it 
in  their  power  to  defeat  their  just  creditors  of  their  debts ; 
so^  as  it  would  be  difficult  commonly  to  find  out,  whether 
there  was  a  mixture  of  fraud,  the  Legislature  thought  it 
better  to  lay  down  that  general  rule,*'  Lord  Man$fieldf 
in  Cooper  and  Another  v.  Chitty  (a),  expresses  himself  in 
these  words — ''  This  relation,  the  statutes  concerning  bank- 
rupts introduced  to  avoid  frauds*  They  vest  in  the  assig- 
nees all  the  property  that  the  bankrupt  had  at  the  time  of 
what  I  may  call  the  crime  committed,  (for  the  old  statutes 
consider  him  as  a  criminal),  they  make  the  sale  by  the  com- 
missioners good  against  all  persons  who  claim  by,  from, 
or  under  the  bankrupt  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
against  all  executions  not  served  and  executed  before  the 
act  of  bankruptcy."  It  must  be  particularly  recollected 
that  this  relation  takes  effect,  not  from  the  common  law, 
but  by  statute;  and  the  necessary  result  is,  that  though, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  executed,  goods  seized  under 
an  execution  may  ostensibly  have  been  the  goods  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  in  truth  would  have  been  and  have  con- 
tinued to  be  so,  notwithstanding  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy 
committed,  if  no  commission  was  sued  out  thereon;  yet  if 
a  good  commission  be  taken  out,  and  an  assignment  exe- 
cuted, whoever  possesses  himself  thereof  at  any  interval  of 
time  between  tlie  act  of  bankruptcy  and  the  assignment,  is 
considered  as  possessing  himself  of  the  property  of  the  as- 
signees. He,  therefore,  whether  judgment-creditor,  or 
sheriff,  or  bailiff,  or  any  other  person,  who,  in  such  a  case, 
takes  the  goods  apparently  oiA.y  the  bankrupt,  has,  in  le- 
gal effect,  taken  possession  of  the  goods  o(  B.,  the  person 

(a)  I  Burr.  31. 
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Exch,  Chamber,  who  afterwards  becomes  assignee,  and  is  liable  to  an  action 

at  the  suit  of  iB.,  the  subsequent  assignee,  for  so  doing, 
unless  he  be  protected  by  some  peculiar  privilege. 

This  brings  me  to  the  second  question,  whether  a  sher* 
iff  has  such  a  privilege ;  so  that,  under  the  same  circum- 
stances, ignorance  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed 
being  one,  the  judgment-creditor  will  be  liable,  and  the 
sheriff  will  not.  It  is  said  that  he  has,  because  he  is  the 
king's  officer,  and  that  he  is  acting  only  in  obedience  to 
the  writ  which  he  is  obliged  to  execute. 

Now,  if  there  be  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  in  the 
instance  of  a  sheriff,  it  is  an  implied  one,  for  there  is  none 
to  be  found  in  the  statute.     The  words  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
16,  s.  12,  which  are  the  same  as  those  in  13  Elist.  c.  7,  s. 
2,  are  general,  that  the  commissioners  shall  have  full 
power  and  authority  to  take  order  and  direction  of  all  the 
bankrupt's  lands  which  he  shall  have  in  his  own  right  be- 
fore he  became  bankrupt,  and  of  all  his  money,  goods, 
chattels,  &c.,  and  to  make  sale  thereof,  or  otherwise  order 
the  same,  for  satisfaction  and  payment  of  the  creditors.    I 
confess,  I  can  see  no  necessity  for  making  this  exception  in 
favour  of  the  sheriff.     He  is  the  immediate  officer  of  the 
king  and  all  his  courts,  to  execute  the  writs  of  the  com- 
mon  law;  and,  for  doing  this,  he  is  entitled,  on  the  one 
hand,  to  certain  allowances  and  fees,  and  subject,  on  tlie 
other,  to  many  perils  and  liabilities;  and  to  these  perils 
and  liabilities,  though  they  may,  in  particular  instances, 
work  great  injustice,  he  is  exposed  for  the  public  good. 
If  we  were  to  confine  the  liabilities  of  sheriffs  to  cases  of 
personal  misconduct  or  default  in  them  or  their  officers, 
we  should  overturn  the  settled  administration  of  law  up- 
on this  subject,  and    throw  every   thing  into  confusion. 
Nothing  can  be  more  severe  than  the  responsibility  of 
sheriffs  in  the  case  of  bail.     If  he  refuses  sufficient  bail, 
he  may  have  an  action  brought  against  him  by  the  defen- 
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dant;  and  if  he  takes  it,  and  the  defendant  in  the  suit  does  Exch,  chamber, 

1833 

not  appear  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  which 
he  can  only  do  by  putting  in  and  justifying  bail  above,  he 
may  be  attached  by  the  plain  tiiF.  So  he  is  identified  with 
the  bailiffs,  and  liable  for  all  their  acts,  though  beyond 
the  scope  of  their  authority  and  contrary  to  their  duty,  as 
voluntary  escapes,  extortion,  and  the  like.  In  the  one  in- 
stance, without  the  means  of  knowledge,  he  is  bound  to 
judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  persons  tendering  themselves  as 
bail;  and,  in  the  other,  he  is  driven  to  protect  himself  by  a 
bond  from  sureties  for  the  good  conduct  of  his  officers, 
and  to  rely  upon  such  security,  which  may  turn  out  to  be 
worthless,  for  indemnity.  So,  in  executing  process,  whe* 
ther  against  the  person  or  against  goods,  he  acts  at  his 
peril,  and  is  responsible  if  he  makes  any  mistake,  however 
innocently,  with  respect  to  the  identity  or  the  property. 
This  has  been  carried  so  far,  that  in  a  case  where  he  had 
seized  goods  under  aji,/a.  against  A,,  in  a  house  where 
A.  and  the  plaintiff  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  and 
the  plaintiff  afterwards  discovered,  that,  when  she  inter* 
married  with  A.,  he  bad  another  wife  living:  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  the  value  of  the  goods 
against  the  sheriff,  they  having  been  her  property  before 
the  marriage,  it  not  appearing  that  the  plaintiff  knew,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution,  that  A.  had  another  wife  living. 
Glas^poole  v.  Young  and  Others  (a).  All  this  apparent  in- 
justice has  its  origin  in,  and  can  be  excused  only  by,  the 
apprehension  of  the  numberless  frauds,  oppressions,  and 
inconveniences  that  would  otherwise  ensue. 

But,  in  favour  of  the  sheriff  upon  this  occasion,  the  case 
of  Bailey  v.  Bunning  (b)  has  been  cited.  I  admit  this  case, 
as  reported  in  Levinx,  tohe primd/aciesLn  authority  for  the 
sheriff,  though,  in  Siderfin,  the  reporter  subjoins  a  query 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  696.  (b)  1  Lev.  173. 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  With  this  remark — **  For  it  was  affirmed  that  the  practice 
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is,  that  the  bailiff  shall  be  found  guilty  if  the  party  was  then 

a  bankrupt."    But  it  may  be  observed,  that  this  appears 
to  have  been  the  first  case  decided  upon  this  point  of  re- 
lation after  the  statutes  13  Elix^f  1  Jac.  I,  and  21  Jac.  1, 
and  was  decided  at  the  time  when  the  bankrupt  law  was 
not  moulded,  partly  by  decisions  of  Courts  of  justice  and 
partly  by  subsequent  statutes,  into  that  more  perfect  system 
which  it  afterwards  attained.     It  is  still  more  material  to 
observe,  that,  on  referring  to  the  original  record^  it  ap- 
pears that  the  special  verdict  does  not  expressly  find  any 
conversion  by  the  defendant  Bonynge*    The  action  was 
trover  against  the  judgment-creditor  Maiioley,  and  the 
officer  Bonynge.    The  former  was  found  iiot  guilty,  and, 
with  respect  to  the  latter,  the  jury  found,  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  warrant  and  writ  he  caused  to  be  made  the  goods, 
chattels,  and  monies  in  the  count  mentioned,  and  which 
goods,  chattels,  and  monies  still  remain  in  the  hands  of  the 
said  ThomoM  Bomynge,  neither  sold  nor  delivered  to  the 
said  William  Mawley.    They  afterwads  further  said,  that 
Richard  Baylia  (the  plaintiff)  demanded  of  the  said  Tho^ 
mas  Bonynge  the  monies,  goods,  and  chattels  in  the  count 
mentioned,  and  that  the  said  Thoinas  Bonynge  refused, 
upon  his  request,  to  deUver  them  to  Baylis.     But  whe- 
ther, upon  all  the  matters  founds  the  monies,  goods,  and 
chattels  aforesaid  were  well  taken  by  Bonynge  by  virtue 
of  the  writ  of  execution,  the  jurors  are  ignorant,  and  pray 
the  advice  and  consideration  of  the  Court;  and  if  it  shall 
seem  to  the  Court  they  were  not  rightly  taken,  then  Tho^ 
mas  Bonynge  is  guilty  of  the  premises  laid  to  his  charge; 
but  if  rightly  taken^  then  not  guilty.     A  demand  and  re- 
fusal, therefore,  are  found,  but  no  sale  or  express  con- 
version; and  the  question  referred  to  the  Court  is  merely 
as  to  the  taking.     This,  I  think,  considerably  impugns  the 
authority  of  the  case,  inasmuch  as  the  conversion,  which  is 
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the  gist  of  the  action,  is  not  found ;  and  flrom  the  eontra-  ^«e*.  Chamber, 
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dictory  accounts  of  the  several  reports  of  this  casei  it  is 
difficult  to  ascertain  the  ground  of  the  decision. 

The  case  of  Turner  v.  Felgate  {a),  was  also  cited  as  iUus-> 
tfaling  by  the  reporter's  note,  and  not  by  the  decision  it- 
self, the  difference  between  charging  the  officer  and 
charging  the  party.  It  was  there  held.  Chough  TwUden 
waa  not  satisfied,  that  the  party  who  letied  upon  a  judg- 
ment that  was  afterwards  vacated,  was  a  trespasser  by  re* 
lation.  This  was  the  only  point  decided ;  and  the  reporter 
subjoins  a  note  of  obsenration,  that  the  action  was  brought 
against  the  party  and  not  against  the  sheriff,  who  had  the 
king's  writ  for  hia  guarantee,  and  refers  to  BaUey  and  Buh^ 
fni9g*s  case.  This  case,  therefore,  and  that  also  of  Pkit- 
lips  T.  Thompson  (fr),  in  which  the  ground  of  the  decision 
in  Bailey  v.  Banning  is  simply  stated,  are  not  additional 
authorities,  because  this  very  point  was  not  adjudged  in 
either.  Of  Leithmere  v.  Thorogoo4{ii\  it  is  sufficient  to 
say,  that  the  foroi  of  action  there  was  trespass,  and  not 
trover;  and  the  only  point  decided  was,  that  a  man  shall 
not  be  made  a  trespasser  by  relation;  and  it  is  a  very  d^ 
ferent  thing  to  make  a  sheriff  answerable  in  trover,  wheni 
the  value  of  the  property  only  is  the  usual  measure  of  da« 
mages ;  and  in  trespass,  where  circumstances  of  aggrava- 
tion may  swell  their  amount.  It  by  no  means  fellows  of 
necessity  that  the  Court  would  have  holden  that  trover 
would  not  lie,  because  they  held  that  trespass  did  not; 
though  it  is  probable  that,  at  that  day,  founding  tbeiii<- 
selves  upon  Bailey  v.  Sunning,  they  might  have  so  held ; 
and  it  is  not  immaterial  to  observe,  that  the  distinction 
in  this  respect  between  trespass  and  trover  is  particularly 
pointed  out  by  Lord  Mansjield  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v. 
CMtty,  and  is  the  particular  ground  of  decision  in  the  case 
of  Smith  and  Another,  Aissignees,  v.  Milks  {d). 

{a)  1  Lev.  95.  (c)  3  Mod.  236;    I  Show.   12; 

(h)  3  Lev.  193.  *   Comb.  123. 

(d)  1  T.  R.  475. 
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torious  transactions,  the  conversion  was  wrongful.  It  is  Bgch.  Chamber, 
true,  t  bat,  in  BlackHone^s  report  of  the  case  (a),  Lord 
Mansfield  is  reported  to  have  said — "  But  had  the  sale 
been  immediately  after  the  seizure,  still  the  sherifiT  would 
have  been  Uable."  Of  these  reports,  that  of  Burrow  is 
probably  the  more  correct,  as  it  is  certainly  the  most  ela* 
borate^  and  perhaps  received  the  correction  of  Lord  Mans- 
field himself. 

But,  notwithstanding  Cooper  v.  Chitty  be  no  direct  au- 
thority against  the  sheriff  in  a  case  where  the  seizure  and 
sale  are  both  before  the  commission  or  notice  of  it ;  yet  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  pretty  clear,  that,  soon  after  that  case, 
an  opinion  grew  up  in  the  profession  that  the  sheriff  was 
equally  answerable  in  both  cases,  upon  the  ground  that, 
from  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  property,  by  relation, 
vests  in  the  assignees;  and  that  any  sale  or  disposition  of 
it  afterwards,  without  their  privity,  must  be  a  wrongful 
conversion,  by  whomsoever  made.  The  observations 
which  fell  from  the  Court  in  Hitchin  and  Others  v.  Camp- 
bell {b),  determined  in  7W/tt7^  Term,  12  Geo.  3,  only  six- 
teen years  after  the  decision  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  afford 
strong  proof  of  this;  and  in  Lazarus  v.  Waitkman  (c), 
which  was  trover  against  the  sheriff,  where  the  seizure  and 
sale  were  both  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  Bur- 
rough^  J.,  who  spoke  from  very  long  experience,  said,  the 
point  was  settled  long  before  he  knew  fVestminsier^haU. 
I  consider  this  case  and  Potter  v.  Starkie  (cQ,  and  Wyatt  v. 
Blades  {e)f  which  two  last  cases  were  Nisi  Prius  decisions, 
and  Lee  v.  Lopes  (/),  and  Price  v.  Helyar{g\  Carlisle 
V.  Garland  (h),  which  was  on  special  verdict,  and  Dil- 
lon V.  Langley  (t),  as  constituting  one  continued  series  of 


<a)  I  Blac.  69.  (e)  3  Camp.  396. 

(»}  3  Wils.  304;  2  Black.  827.  (/)  15  East,  239. 

(0  5  B.  Moore,  313.  (g)  4  Blng.  597;  1  M.&P.^1. 

(J)  Selw.  N.  P.  1431;  cited  ia  (A)  7  Bmg.  298;  5M.&P.102. 

4M.  &S.  260.  (i)   2B.  &Ad.  131. 

VOL.  I.  u 
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cy  sabjects  the  property  of  a  trader  to  the  right  of  his  as-  BxcH,  chamber, 
signees,  in  the  event  of  a  conmiission ;  and  when  the  as- 
signment  has  been  executed,  the  title  of  the  assignees  is 
completed «  by  relation,  from  the  date  of  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    The  effect  of  this  relation  may  sometimes  pro- 
duce hardship  to  individuals  who  may  have  purchased  or 
disposed  of  property  with  perfect  honesty  and  good  faith. 
But  the  necessity  for  adopting  a  retrospective  measure  for 
the  prevention  of  fraud  has  been  thought  sufficiently  to 
counterbalance  the  evil  of  such  occasional  hardship*    Even 
those  persons  who  purchase  goods  sold  by  the  sheriff  un- 
der an  execution  against  a  trader  are  liable  to  be  sued  in 
trover  for  tlie  value  of  the  goods,  by  the  assignees  claim- 
ing under  a  commission  subsequently  issued,  if  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  appears  to  have  been  committed  by  the  trad- 
er before  the  sale.     A  limit,  however,  has  been  set  to  this 
retrospective  effect  of  the  bankrupt  law,  by  provisions  in- 
troduced into  the  latter  statutes,  by  which  parties  who  act 
bond  fide,  and  without  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  are 
protected,  unless  a  commission  shall  have  issued  witliin  a 
certain  time.  Such  being  the  general  effect  of  the  bankrupt 
law^  the  point  now  to  be  considered  is,  whether  any  ex- 
ception to  it  is  to  be  allowed  in  favour  of  the  sheriff,  who 
sells  under  the  process  of  the  law.    No  words,  importing 
any  express  exception,  are  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  sta- 
tutes; the  exception,  therefore,  if  established,  must  be- es- 
tablished by  implication.     The  mere  absence  of  notice  is 
not  a  sufficient  ground  on  which  an  exception  in  favour  of 
the  sheriff  can  be  founded.     For,  in  cases  where  a  change 
of  property  has  taken  place  without  fraud,  the  sheriff,  if 
he  aeices  and  sells  the  goods  of  the  purchaser,  under  an 
execution  against  the  seller,  will  be  liable  in  an  action, 
though  he  may  neither  know,  nor  have  reason  to  suspect 
the  change.     In  the  Case  of  bankruptcy,  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, whether  notorious  or  secret,  is  a  fact  which,  cou- 
pled with  the  existence  of  a  debt  to  a  certain  amount,  ten^ 

u2 
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jSxcA.  Chamber,  upon  the  same  footing  with  dispoakions  by  the  party^  and 
1833.         |.}j^^^  ^Q  1^  vested,  they  must  be  completed  before  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  be  says — "  Therefore,  as  to  the  first  p<Mnt,  it 
is  most  clear  that  the  property  was  in  the  plaintiff,  as  and 
from  the  4th  of  December^  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  waa 
committed.    Secondly — The  only  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  was  guilty  of  a  wrongful  conversion.    That  the 
conversion  itself  was  wrongful  is  manifest;  the  sheriff  had 
no  authority  to  sell  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  but  of  Jokn0 
only,"    Here  the  right  to  the  property  disposed  of  is  made 
the  test  of  the  wrongful  conversion.     His  Lordship  then 
proceeds  to  consider  whether  the  defendant  was  excusable, 
though  the  act  of  conversion  was  wrongful.    As  to  which 
he  says — "  Though  the  statutes  rescind  contracts  and  exe- 
cutions not  completed  before  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  they 
do  not  make  men  trespassers  or  criminal  by  relation." 
^*  But  the  injury  complained  of  (tliat  is,  in  the  action  af 
trover)  is  the  wrongful  conversion."    "  The  sheriff  acts  at 
bis  peril,  and  is  answerable  for  all  mistakes."    '^  None  of 
the  cases  authorise  the  sheriff  to  sell  the  goods  of  a  third 
person."    Here  the  distinction  between  trespass  and  tro* 
ver  appears  to  be  distinctly  taken.     The  injury  complain- 
ed of  in  trespass  is  the  unlawful  force;   in  trover,  the 
wrongful  conversion  of  property.     The  mere  act  of  foroe 
is  excused  if  committed  before  an  assignment  in  fact;  but 
if  a  conversion  takes  place,  the  person  to  whom  the  law 
ascribes  the  property  is  entitled  to  a  compensation  for  hia 
loss,  from  the  person,  whoever  he  may  be,  that  has  con- 
verted his  property*    It  had  been  determined,  in  the  case 
of  Bailey  v.  Butming  (a),  that  a  sheriff,  who  had  taken 
goods  in  execution  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  was  not  li- 
able to  the  assignees  in  an  action  of  trover.     The  dates  of, 
and  the  special  finding  of  the  jury,  as  they  all  appear  upon 
the  special  verdict,  have  been  already  stated.  It  is  very  ma- 
terial to  observe,  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  sale;  no- 
Co)  \%  Car. 2,  reported  1  Uv.  173;  1  Sid.  272 ;  and  2  Keble,  32. 
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thing  was  done  with  raspect  to  the  goods  beyond  the  first  Etch,  chambtr, 
takiog  possession  under  the  writ  by  the  officer,  in  whose 
buds  they  still  remained  when  the  lustion  was  brought ; 
«nd  the  sole  question  referred  to  the  Court  ,by  the  jury 
wasi  whetlier  this  taking  was  lawful.     Unless  this  taking 
amounted  to  a  conversion  >  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  for  the  demand  and  refusal  stated  in  the  special 
verdict,  though  evidence  of  a  conversion  could  not  be  tak- 
en to  amount  to  an  actual  conversion ;  a  point  which  had 
been  settled  long  before  the  case  in  question,  having  been 
laid  down  as  clear  in  10  Coke's  Rep.  56, 57,  the  case  pf  the 
Chancellor  of  Oxford.    According  to  the  report  in  Le^ 
einxy  Wj/ndham  said,  that  notwithstanding  the  suing  of 
the  writ,  the  goods  are  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  corn- 
iQissioners,  but  lie,  Twysden  and  Kelyng^^  all  agreed,  that 
the  issue  was  found  for  the  defendant;  for  the  taking  by 
him  was  lawful,  by  virtue  of  the  writ.     Siderfin  saysj  the 
Court  delivered  their  opinion,  that  the  goods  were  liable 
from  the  time  of  the  teste  of  theirs /ocfa^,  and  this  shall 
be  said  to  be  emanaiio  brepis,  although  it  was  in  fact  at 
another  time.     And  as  to  the  other  point,  they  were  clear- 
ly of  opinion,  that  the  bailiflf  was  not  liable  in  trover;  for 
that  the  sheriflT  (as  the  case  is  found)  took  the  goods  law- 
fully.    According  to  Keble^  Kelynge^  C.  J«,  said,  the  spe- 
cial conclusion  being  on  the  taking,  the  officer  is  not  pun- 
ishable.    Thte  case  of  Bailey  v,  Bunning^  therefore,  is 
not  an  authority  for  the  sheriff  wher^  there  ha^  been  an 
actual  sale,  and  so  Lord  MansfieUl  appears  clearly  to  have 
thought    And  with  respect  even  to  the  original  taking, 
the  case  oi  Bailey  v.  Bunning  is  distinguishable  from  exe^ 
cutions  of  a  later  dat^«    For  though  the  writ  oifi*fa.  had . 
been  delivered  to  the  sheriff  lifter  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  it 
was  tested  before,  and  having  been  issued  in  a  case  which 
occurred  be&re  the  statute  9Q  Car.  2,  c.  3,  it  did  then  bind 
the  goods  from  the  teste;  upon  which  point  much  reliance 
was  placed.     Accordingly,  Lord  Mansfield  observes,  that 
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Ejech^^Mber,  «« {„  f\^Q  ^^86  of  Bailey  V.  Bunning,  the  goods  were  clearty 

bound  -by  the  teste;"  and  then  adds^  *^the  question  re* 
ferred  by  the  special  verdict  was  upon  the  takings  viz., 
whether  the  party  was  guilty  in  the  taking,  and  the  Court 
excuse  the  bailiff  for  his  innocent  executing  of  the  writ*** 
The  act  of  taking  seems  to  have  been  treated  as  an  act  of 
excusable  trespass,  either  on  account  of  the  test^,  or  the 
character  of  the  oflScer;  and,  independently  of  the  taking, 
there  was  no  conversion.  It  is  remarkable,  that  Siderfin, 
after  stating  the  argument  for  the  bailiff,  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  found  guilty,  because  he  had  only  performed  his 
duty,  and  had  not  converted  the  goods  to  bis  own  use, 
adds — **  Quaere,  for  it  was  affirmed  that  the  practice  is, 
that  the  bailiff  shall  be  found  guilty,  if  the  party  was 
then  a  bankrupt.*'  It  is  said  in  Lord  Raymond's  Re^ 
ports,  7  &4,to  have  beenruled  by  Lord  C.  J.  Holt,  at  Nisi 
Prius  (a),  that  if,  after  a  bankruptcy,  the  sheriff,  upon  a 
writ  of  ^.  fa.  against  A.,  seizes  the  goods,  and  sells  them, 
and  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  is  granted,  and  the 
goods  assigned  by  the  commissioners,  the  assignee  of  the 
commission  may  maintain  trover  against  the  vendee  of  the 
goods,  but  no  action  will  lie  against  the  sheriff,  because 
he  obeyed  the  writ."  The  latter  part  of  this  proposition 
is  the  very  point  now  contended  for,  to  which  it  appears, 
from  his  remarks  on  Lord  Raymond's  notes,  that  Lord 
Mansfield  did  not  assent.  He  says, ''  the  notes  were  taken 
when  Lord  Raymond  was  young,  as  short  notes  for  his 
own  use,  and  are  too  incorrect  and  inaccurate  to  be  relied 
on  as  authorities;  that  it  might  not  be  at  all  material 
to  attend  to  the  distinction  between  trespass  and  trover; 
that  the  passage  in  question  was  a  loose  note  of  what  was 
said  obiter,  and  manifestly  refers  to  the  case  of  Bailey  v. 
Bunning/  but  is  no  authority  in  the  present  case."  It 
must  be  admitted,  however,  that  Lord  Mansfield,  in  seve* 

(a)  IOWiU.3. 
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ral  parts  of  his  judgment,  notices  and  avails  himself  of  Exeh.  chamheft 
the  sale  in  Cooper  .v.'  Chitty  being  subsequent  to  the 
commission  and  assignment.  Tbus^  in  commenting  upon 
Cole  ▼.  Daviesy  he  says,  **  besides,  the  case  there  put  is  of 
a  sale  by  the  sheriff  before  the  commission,  and  the  con- 
version might  be  as  excusable  as  the  taking,  because  he 
obeyed  the  writ ;  whereas,  here,  the  goods  were  not  sold 
till  after  both  commission  and  assignment."  Again,  **  the 
taking  in  Cooper  v.  Chitiy  was  innocenti  and,  in  that 
sense,  lawful ;  but  as  a  ground  to  support  a  conversion 
by  sale  after  a  commission  publicly  taken  out  and  an 
actual  assignment  made,  it  was  not  lawful;*'  and  at  the 
conclusion,  "  the  gist  of  this  action  is  the  wrongful  con- 
version by  the  sale,  and  false  return  long  after  the  commis<* 
sion  and  assignment."  A  question,  therefore,  might  fairly 
be  raised,  whether  the  proposition  ascribed  to  Lord  Holt 
was  intended  to  be  denied  by  Lord  Mansfield,  or  only 
to  be  distinguished  from  the  case  in  judgment.  It  is 
scarcely  possible  that  such  a  point  should  be  long  suffered 
to  remain  in  doubt,  since  it  must  have  been  of  frequent 
occurrence ;  and  if  the  general  reasoning  of  Lord  Mans* 
field,  and  his  particular  observations  respecting  Lord 
Raymond's  note  have,  from  the  year  1756,  been  treated 
in  practice  and  in  judgment,  as  contradictory  to  the 
point  therein  stated,  the  point  ought  to  be  considered  as 
overruled.  Two  passages^  apparently  inconsistent  with 
each  other,  have  been  cited  on  the  authority  of  Sir  W. 
Blackstone.  In  his  report  of  Cooper  v.  Chitiy,  he  states 
Lord  Mansfield  to  have  said,  "  but,  had  the  sale  been  im- 
mediately after  the  seizure,  still  the  sheriff  would  have  been 
liable."  And  in  his  report  of  Timbrel  v.  Mills,  that  **  the 
whole  Court  declared  that  it  was  allowed  in  that  case 
(Cooper  V.  CMity),  that  if  the  sheriff  levies  the  money  and 
pays  it  to  the  plaintiff  before  any  commission  issued,  and 
without  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy^  he  will  at  all 
events  be  safe."  It  is  not  likely  that  both  these  passages 
should  have  been  uttered  by  Lord  Mansfield  upon  the 
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•  lune  occaaion;  and  as  no  notice  U  ttken  of  either  of  them 
ia  the  repMt  of  Sir  Jamei  Burrow,  or  in  that  of  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  little  reliance  can  be  placed  upon  them.  No  question 
appears  to  have  been  raised  respecting  the  effect  of  the  jadg- 
inent  in  Cooper  v.  Ckitty  till  the  year  1S07,  in  the  case  of 
Potter  T.  StarJeie;  tut,  in  the  meantime  we  fin<I  the  prin- 
ciple BUppoaed  to  be  established,  stated  in  practical  books, 
and  asstuned  in  Courts  of  justice.  In  the  edition  of 
Coak'e  Bankrupt  Lan,  published  many  years  before  the 
case  of  Potter  v.  Starkie,  it  is  said — "  The  sherifT,  vho 
executes  a  fi.  fa.  upon  the  bankrupt's  goods  after  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed,  and  before  the  iaauing  of 
a  conunisaion,  is  not  a  trespasser;  but  the  assignees  may 
maintain  trover  against  him."  In  GmlUm't  edition  of  Bo' 
con's  Abridgment,  published  179S,  tit.  Banirupt,  it  is 
said,  "it  eeemeth  to  have  beeo  formerly  much  doubted 
whether  the  assignees  could  maintain  any  action  against 
an  officer  who  had  t^ken  the  goods  of  a  bankrupt  in  ex- 
ecution after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and  before  the  issuing 
a  comtnisdon.  But  it  ia  now  eettled,  that  the  assignees 
may  in  such  case  bring  trover  against  him,  though  the  re- 
lation shall  not  operate  to  make  him  a  trespasser."  The 
distinction  with  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  in 
trover,  though  exempt  from  an  action  ot  trespass,  bad 
been  recognised  in  1 786,  in  Smith  v.  MiUe*,  aa  established 
by  Cooper  v.  C&iity.  In  Hitehtn  v.  Cat»f)^/^(a),only  Ifi 
years  after  Cooper  y.CAiltjf,vihieh  waa  an  mtion  of  indebi- 
tatut  aammpiit  against  an  execu  tion-credi  tor  for  the  amount 
of  debt  levied  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  befoi«  the 
commission,  Lord  C.J.  De  Qrey,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
ofthe  Judges,  (of  whom  Sir  W.  Blacketone,^ho  reports  the 
case,  was  one)  says,  "  that  the  legal  eflect  of  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  by  a  trader,  is  to  put  it  in  the  power  of 
the  commissioners,  by  relation,  to  divest  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt  from  that  time  in  case  a  commission  is  after- 
wards  issued.  This  relation  takes  place  in  e?ery  instance 
(«)  2  Black.  B29,  T.  T.  12  Geo.  3. 
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but  those  excepted  by  the  statutes  1  Joe.  I,  2i  Joe.  1|  B*ek.ck^h9rf 
and  19  Geo.  £•     Executions  are  not  among  those  except* 
ed  cases,  but  are  expressly  declared  void  by  the  statute* 
21  Joe.  1.    Yet,  notwithstanding  this  transfer  of  the  pro« 
perty  by  relation,  the  sheriff  is  certainly  no  trespasser  by 
taking  the  goods  in  execution  after  die  act  of  bankruptcy 
and  before  the  commission  issued.     So  ruled  in  Letch* 
mere  v.  Tharawgoodia)^  and  in  Cooper  v.  Chittytfi):  but, 
by  selling,  the  sheriff  converto  the  goods ;  and  then  trover 
is  maintainable  against  the  sheriff^  or  his  vendee,  or  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  action.*'    A  former  action  had  been 
brought  in  trover  against  the  sheriff  and  the  defendanti 
in  which  there  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defen- 
dant; as  to  whidi  action  the  Chief  Justice  observed-— 
**  As  there  was  clearly  a  conversion  before  the  action  of 
trover,   the   only  question  could   be  on  the  property;'* 
thereby  intimating,  that,  if  the  goods  belonged  to  the 
bankrupt,  there  could  be  no  defence.    And,  according  to 
the  report  of  the  same  case  in  3  WiU.  308,  the  Court 
say,  "  That  the  action  brought  in  trover  against  the  sheriff 
of  Surrey  and  the  defendant  to  recover  the  value  taken 
in  execution  well  lay."    In  the  year  179S,  Grose ^  J.,  in 
the  case  of  Farr  y.  Newman  (c),  after  adverting  to  the  diffi- 
culty on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  of  distinguishing  between 
the  goods  of  an  executor  and  the  goods  of  a  testator,  says, 
*'  If  this  would  be  a  sufficient  answer  in  the  mouth  of  the 
sheriff,  what  are  we  to  say  to  cases  of  a  much  severer  line 
of  justice;  cases  where  a  sheriff  is  considered  as  a  tort 
feasor  by  relation;  cases  of  bankruptcy?*'    In  the  case  of 
Menham  v.  Edmonson  {d)^  the  act  of  bankruptcy  took  place 
in  December 9  1796,  the  execution  the  30tb  of  March^ 
YI9I9  and  the  commission  issued  in  the  June  following. 
The  execution*creditor  having  accompanied  the  sheriff's 
officer  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  he  was  sued  by  the 


(a)  1  Comb.  123;  1  Show.  12.        (0  4  T.  R.  653. 
(6)  Bonr.  20.  (rf)  1  B.  &  P.  367- 
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E»ch.  Chamber^  assignee  in  trover;  and  it  being  objected  that  the  action 

should  have  been  brought  against  the  sheriff  in  whose 
hands  the  money  remained,  and  it  was  not  contended  that 
the  action  might  not  have  been  maintained  against  him; 
Chief  Justice  Eyre^  after  stating  that  he  had  some  doubt 
at  first  whether  the  action  should  not  have  been  brought 
for  the  money,  as  the  execution  had  been  regularly  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  law,  and  the  goods  regularly 
sold,  observed,  "  There  is  a  fact,  however,  in  this  case, 
which  decides   the  point,  viz.  that  the  defendant  was 
in  company  with  the  sheriff's  officer  at  the  time  of  the 
execution.     By  the  case  cited.  Rush  y.  Baker  (a),  it  ap« 
pears  that  trover  may  be  maintained  against  the  party 
himself,  if  he  give  bond  to   the  sheriff,   because  it  is 
equal  to  inteimeddling;  actual  intermeddling,  therefore, 
must  be  equal  to  giving  a  bond."    Here  the  liability  of 
the  sheriff  himself  seems  to  have  been  assumed;  and  the 
participation  of  the  defendant  in  his  act  is  stated  as  the 
ground  of  his  liability.     In  the  year  1807,  the  point  now 
in  question  was  distinctly  made  before  Mr.  Baron  Woody 
in  Potter  v.  Starkie;  and  that  Judge,  whose  practical  ex- 
perience, as  well  as  learning,  are  well  known,  held  the 
sheriff  liable,  in  which  he  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,     Eight  years  after  this,  the  case  of  Wyait  v. 
Blades  (b)  occurred  before  Lord  EUenborough,  in  which 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  having  taken  place  on  the  8th  of 
December^  the  goods  were  seized  and  carried  to  a  broker 
on  the  8th  of  February,  and  the  commission  issued  on  the 
12th  of  the  same  month;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  ip 
trover  against  the  sheriff,  that  the  removal  was  a  sufficient 
conversion  to  support  the  action,  though  the  goods  were 
never  sold,  but  remained  at  the  broker's  in  consequence 
of  a  notice  not  to  sell :  and,  though  no  demand  of  the  goods 
had  been  made,  no  objection  was  made  to  the  liability  of 
the  sheriff  to  answer  for  the  conversion.     In  eight  years 

(a)  2  Stra.  996.  (6)  3  Camp.  396. 
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more,  in  the  year  18S1,  the  point  was  again  raised,  in  Laira-  Ejn^.  Chamber,. 
rus  ▼.  Wtnthman  (a),  in  the  time  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Dal- 
las^ when  the  Court  of  Common  Pleiis,  after  an  argument  in 
which  Bailey  v.  Bunning  and  other  old  cases  were  cited^ 
decided  against  the  sheriff— Mr,  Justice  Burrough  saying, 
that  the  point  was  settled  long  before  he  Vne^  fVesimin- 
ater-haU.    Again,  in  1828,  Price  ▼.  Helyar  (6),  in  the  time 
of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Besi^  the  same  Court  came  to  a  si- 
milar determination.     And  the  judgment  of  that  Court  in 
Carlisle  Y.Garland {c),  in  the  year  1831,  in  the  time  of 
the  present  Lord  Chief  Justice,  was  conformable  to  the 
former  decisions.     Finally,  in  the  same  year,  1831,  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Dillon  ▼.  Langley  (J),  also  de- 
cided in  the  same  manner  against  the  sheriff.     Upon  that 
occasion,  the  noble  and  learned  Lord,  whose  loss  we  have 
so  recently  had  to  deplore  (Lord  Tenierden)^  expressed 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  the  terms  which  I  desire  to 
adopt,  and  with  which  I  shall  now  conclude.     '*  He  (the 
sheriff*)  must  obey  the  writ,  but  he  is  also  required  to  know 
whose  goods  he  takes.     I  think,  in  this  case,  we  ought  to 
say  that  we  consider  ourselves  bound  by  the  many  deci- 
sions which  have  taken  place,  establishing  the  liability  of 
the  sheriff.'*    I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  o{  Exchequer  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Gaselee,  J. — Upon  the  best  consideration  I  have  been 
able  to  give  to  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ought  to  be  affirmed ; 
and,  although  I  am  sorry  to  have  the  misfortune  of 
difiering  from  those  of  my  learned  brethren  who  have 
preceded  me,  and  also  of  those  who  are  to  succeed  me 
upon  this  occasion,  it  is  a  matter  of  great  consolation  to 
me,  that  I  am  supported  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,     The  reasons  upon  which  that 


(a)  5  B.  Moore,  313.  (c)  7  Bing.  298 ;  5  M.  &  P.  102. 

(6)  4  Bing.  597 ;  IM.  &P.641.  (d)  2B.  &Adol.  13i. 
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sidered  as  bound  by  the  teste  of  the  writ  of  execution.  Ereh.  Chamber, 

}833. 

which  was  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  allowed  the  other 
objection,  viz.  that  the  taking  was  lawful  in  respect  of 
the  character  of  the  person  by  whoin  it  was  made — is 
quite  accurate;  for,  although  the  latter  was  clearly  one 
of  the  grounds  of  the  decision,  it  is  not  so  clear  that  it 
was  the  only  one.  The  report  in  Levinz  concludes  thus : 
**  And  afterwards,  in  Easier  Term,  18  Car.  2,  judgment 
was  given  Aht  the  defendant ;  he  being  an  officer  obliged 
to  execute  the  writ,  who  could  not  be  aware  of  any  acts  of 
bonkruptoy,  or  know  that  any  of  them  would  be  acted 
upon."  And  the  report  in  Siderfin  states  the  Court,  as 
to  the  other  point,  viz.  the  character  of  the  sheriff,  were 
clear  that  the  bailiff  is  not  guilty  of  trover ;  for  that  the 
sheriff  took  the  goods  lawfully. 

During  the  argument  of  this  case  in  the  Court  of  Error, ' 
a  doubt  was  thrown  out  whether  the  case  of  Bailey  v. 
Butming  was  an  action  of  trover ;  and  it  was  suggested, 
that  it  might  be  an  action  of  trespass,  and  so  reconcile  all 
the  cases.  The  original  roll  has,  therefore,  been  in- 
spected, and  it  thereby  clearly  appears  that  the  form  of 
action  was  trover.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  trouble  the 
Court  with  further  observations. 

LiTTLBDALE,  J. — It  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  that,  as  far 
as  relates  to  the  judgment-creditor,  if  he  interferes  in  the 
sale  or  receives  the  produce  after  the  sale,  and  also  the 
vendee  of  the  sheriff  or  other  officer,  the  goods  of  the 
bankrupt  are  upon  the  assignment  to  the  assignees  vested 
in  them  by  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  so  as  to  avoid 
all  mesne  acts  and  dispositions ;  and  that,  both  upon  the 
words  of  the  various  acts  of  parliament  and  the  uniform 
construction  that  has  been  put  upon  those  acts,  and  the 
policy  of  the  bankrupt  laws.  And,  therefore,  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  advert  to  any  authorities  as  to  the 
ground  or  effect  of  relations,  either  at  common  law  or  by 
any  acts  of  parliament. 
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,    I  may  observej  that  I  am  not  aware  that  this  point  has  &rdk.  Chamber, 
^ver  been  raised  before;  which^  if  there  had  been  any 
ground  for  it,  would  surely  have  been  done^  considering 
the  great  variety  of  cases  in  which  this  subject  lias  been 
agitated  for  the  last  one  hundred  and  seventy  years. 

The  statute  of  the  6th  Geo.  4,  c.  16»  is  differently  ex- 
pressed from  the  former  acts.  In  the  12th  section,  it  says, 
the  commissioners  are  to  assign  in  manner  after  directed; 
and  then  the  manner  is  directed  in  the  63rd  section,  which 
contains  no  such  words  as  are  contended  to  be  a  limitation 
of  the  persons  bound. 

But  I  do  not  consider  whether  this  enlarges  the  power 
of  the  commissioners  or  not,  because  I  think  the  former 
acts  extend  to  sheriffs  and  other  similar  public  officers. 

But  it  is  said,  the  law  will  make  an  implied  exception  in 
favour  of  the  sheriff,  or  other  persons  having  the  execution 
of  process,  because  he  is  bound  to  obey  the  king's  writ; 
and  it  would  be  very  hard  to  make  him  liable  to  an  action 
when  he  acts  according  to  the  best  of  his  judgment,  and 
has  no  means  of  ascertaining  whether  the  debtor  has,  or 
has  not,  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

With  regard  to  his  being  a  public  officer,  and  that  he  is 
bound  to  obey  the  king's  writ,  there  is  no  doubt  but  he  is; 
and  in  the  execution  of  that  duty  he  ought  to  be  pro* 
tected.  But  the  question  is,  does  he  act  in  obedience  to 
the  king's  writ?  That  commands  him  to  take  the  goods  of 
A»;  but  how  can  they  be  said  to  be  the  goods  of  ^.,  whep 
A.  himself  has  lost  his  power  of  continuing  hb  property  in 
them,  and  when  the  judgment-creditor  has  no  right  to 
have  them  as  the  goods  of  A.,  and  when  the  person  to 
whom  the  sheriff  will  sell  has  no  such  right!  And  the 
result,  therefore,  is,  that  instead  of  seising  the  goods  of 
A,  he  seizes  the  goods  which,  by  relation,  have  become 
the  goods  of  the  assignees. 

But  it  may  be  said,  they  are  the  goods  of  A.,  that  he  has 

VOL.  I.  X 
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E*eh.  Chamber,  acquired  them^  that  he  is  in  possesdon,  treats  them  as  his 

owny  and  no  other  person  has  yet  acquired  a  right  to  them. 
But  J  by  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  there  is  a  sort  of  stamp 
or  mark  fixed  upon  them^  which,  though  invisible  at  first, 
afterwards  is  brought  into  light  by  the  commission,  and  at- 
taches upon  them  so  as  to  destroy  all  property  in  the  bank- 
rupt; which  destruction  of  property,  though  not  apparent 
at  the  time  of  the  levy,  afterwards,  when  the  commission 
and  assignment  take  place,  operates  in  the  same  way  as  if 
the  whole  had  been  known  at  first.  He  takes  upon  him- 
self to  sell  goods  which  the  judgment-creditor  has  no  rigbt 
to  have  sold,  and  which  the  person  who  buys  from  the  she- 
riff* has  no  right  to  buy.  How  can  this  be  acting  in  obe- 
dience to  the  king*s  writ? 

As  to  the  hardship  upon  the  sheriff:  the  general  policy 
of  the  bankrupt  laws  makes  many  things  apparently 
hard.  It  is  very  hard,  that  if  a  man,  who  owes  a  trader 
money,  pays  it  to  him  bond  Jide  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  without  any  suspicion  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy; 
or,  if  a  bankrupt  owes  money  which  he  pays  to  a  creditor 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  he  having  no  suspicion 
that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed;  or,  if  a 
trader  sells  his  estate  after  having  committed  a  secret  act 
of  bankruptcy — that  all  these  transactions  should  be  ren- 
dered invalid  by  the  general  operation  of  the  bankrupt 
laws.  Yet  it  is  so;  and  it  is  only  by  several  particular 
acts  of  parliament  applicable  to  these  various  cases,  that 
the  various  hardships  I  have  enumerated  are  corrected  or 
modified. 

It  is  a  hardship  on  a  sheriff^  if  he  seizes  goods  of  which 
the  debtor  is  in  possession  and  apparent  ownership,  and  it 
should  turn  out  that  the  possession  and  apparent  owner- 
ship were  not  fraudulent,  that  the  sheriff  should  be  liable; 
and  yet  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as  that  the  sheriff 
has  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  ownership. 

I  think  the  hardship  of  a  case  ought  not  to  form  a  prin- 
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ciple  on  which  the  law  should  act.     Society  is  so  formed,  £'<^^  Chamber^ 
that  many  persons  fill  relations  which  appear  to  induce 
great  hardships.     If  these  hardships  be  of  sufficient  im- 
portance for  the  legislature  to  interfere,  they  will  do  so. 

If  cases  of  hardship  be  brought  before  the  Court,  they 
will  frequently  interfere  so  as  to  relieve  the  sheriff,  if  the 
)aw  will  permit  it.  And  a  late  act  of  parliament,  often 
called  the  Interpleader  Act,  in  some  degree  acts  as  a  re- 
lief to  the  sheriff;  but  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
general  liability  of  the  sheriff. 

But  then  the  defendant  says,  that^  by  the  constructions 
which  have  been  put  upon  the  statutes  by  the  general  ad« 
ministration  of  the  bankrupt  law,  public  officers,  who  have 
to  execute  process,  are  protected  in  cases  like  the  pre* 
sent;  and  that,  though  for  a  number  of  years  back  there 
are  cases,  and  the  practice,  while  these  cases  have  been  in 
force,  has  been  against  sheriffs,  yet  these  recent  cases  and 
practice  are  not  according  to  law,  and  that  the  earlier  cases 
are  contrary;  and  that  they,  being  the  first  that  occurred 
after  the  bankrupt  law  was  introduced,  are  to  be  regarded 
as  the  real  existing  law,  not  to  be  overturned  by  late  de- 
cisions, and  more  particularly^  as  the  defendant  says,  that 
the  whole  of  these  modern  cases  and  modern  practice  have 
been  founded  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  case  of  Cooper 
V.  Chitty  (a) ;  and  that,  in  all  the  later  cases,  the  former 
decisions  have  not  been  brought  before  the  Court.  The 
earliest  case  urged  on  the  behalf  of  the  defendant,  is  £ai- 
leff  Y.  JBunning{b)i  &nd  the  Judges  theife  say,  that  the 
sheriff's  taking  was  lawful  by  virtue  of  the  writ.  But  in 
Siderjin,  the  reporter  makes  a  query — '*  For  it  is  affirmed 
that  the  practice  is,  that  the  sheriff  shall  be  found  guilty, 
if  the  party  was  then  a  bankrupt." 

The  special  verdict  has  been  examined  in  Bailey  v. 
Bunningf  and  it  appears  that  the  sheriff  had  caused  to  be 

{a)  1  Burr.  20;  1  Blackst.  65;  1  Keo.  395.      {b)  1  Lev.  173;  1  Sid.  271. 
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£m*.  Chmbir,  made  the  debt,  of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  moniea  of  tbe 
>  bankrupt ;  but  that  they  renuuned  in  his  hands,  and  he 

Balkb  had  not  sold  or  delivered  tbem  to  the  judgment-creditor; 
HcTTOTi.  and  then  it  states  a  demand  and  refusal;  and  it  concludes 
with  saying,  that  they  are  ignorant  whether  the  taking 
was  lawfal.  This  special  rerdict  is  quite  imperfect:  there 
is  no  conversion  found,  and  (he  question  by  the  jury  is, 
whether  the  taking  was  lawful;  and  that  may  account  for 
the  language  of  the  Judges,  that  the  taking  was  lawful, 
which  may  have  been  meant  to  apply  to  the  original  tak- 
ing only,  and  not  to  say  whether,  if  the  goods  had  been 
sold,  the  sheriff  would  be  liable:  and,  therefore,  on  such 
an  imperfect  case,  and  the  very  slight  way  in  which  it  is 
mentioned  in  the  two  reports,  makes  the  decision  amount 
to  very  little,  especially  as  one  reporter  states  the  prac- 
tice to  be  contrary.  This  case,  however,  as  far  as  it  goes, 
is  confirmed  by  what  the  Court  ssy  in  Phillipg  v.  Tkomp- 
ton  (a). 

Turner  v.  Felgate  was  mentioned  in  Bailey  t.  Bttmung. 
It  is  reported  in  lLev.i)5,  S Sid.  1S5;  and  it  has  been 
considered  as  applicable  to  the  present  case.  That  was  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  creditor,  who  had  obtained 
judgment  and  levied  under  a  Jieri  facia*,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  afterwards  set  aside  by  rule  of  Court.  And  it 
was  there  said,  that  the  sheriff  was  not  liable,  because  he 
acted  in  obedience  to  the  king's  writ;  and  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  party  and  the  sheriff  in  that  re- 
spect. There  is  not  the  least  doubt  about  that;  the  she- 
riff is  protected  by  the  writ,  and  he  need  only  plead  that 
by  way  of  justification  to  an  action  of  trespass.  But  the 
party  must  plead  the  judgment.  The  sheriff  is  bound  to 
obey  the  writ:  but  tlie  party  must  shew  that  he  had  au- 
diority  to  sue  out  the  writ,  and  that  authority  is  the  judg- 
ment   If  the  party  was  not  bound  to  shew  the  judgment, 

(n)3LeT.  191. 
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it  would  be  in  the  power  of  any  man  who  had  obtained  no  £*ch,  Chamhery 
judgment  to  sue  out  any  sort  of  writ  of  execution  for  any 
amount  that  be  thought  proper« 

But  that  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case;  here  the 
writ  directs  the  sheriff  to  take  the  goods  oi  A.;  and  if  he 
does  take  the  goods  of  ^.|  it  is  immaterial  to  him  whether 
there  was  any  judgment  against  A.  or  not 

But  the  complaint  is,  that  he  does  not  obey  the  king's 
rity  and  that,  being  directed  to  take  the  goods  o{  A.j 
he  takes  goods  which,  though  in  the  possession  of  ^.^  yet, 
by  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law^  ultimately  turn  out  in 
point  of  law  not  to  be  the  goods  of  A* 

The  case  of  Leichmere  ▼.  Thorowgood  (a)  is  also  cited  in 
favour  of  the  defendant.  That  was  an  action  of  trespass 
against  the  sheriff.  One  of  the  points  in  dispute  was,  who" 
ther  the  crown  under  an  extent,  or  the  party  under  a^./a., 
was  entitled  to  the  goods.  But  the  Court  said,  the  sheriff 
was  not  liable  in  this  action :  and,  there  is  no  doubt,  but 
tbat,  according  to  the  modern  cases,  he  is  not  liable  in  tres- 
pass. For,  in  Smith  v.  MiUes  (b),  it  was  held,  that  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  will  not  lie  against  the  sheriff  who  seizes 
goods  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and  before  the  issuing  of 
a  commission,  even  though  he  afterwards  sells  them.  But, 
at  the  same  time,  I  must  observe,  that  in  the  report  of 
the  case  of  Leichmere  v.  Thorowgood^  in  S  Modern^  there 
is  nothing  said  about  the  liability  of  the  sheriff. 

Afterwards,  an  action  of  trover  was  brought  against 
Topladff,  the  party,  and  Thorowgood  and  another  (c),  for 
taking  the  goods,  and  they  pleaded  the  judgment  in  the 
former  action;  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  bar.  But  that  was 
decided  only  on  the  technical  ground  of  law,  that,  after  a 
judgment  for  the  defendants  in  trespass,  the  plaintiffs  could 
not  recover  in  an  action  of  trover  for  a  conversion  of  the 


(a)  3  Mod.  236;  1  Shower,  12}         (c)  I  Shower,  146;  2  Ventrif, 
Comb.  123.  169. 

(b)  1  T.  R.  476. 
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Enh.chamitr,  same goods.  Butthereisnotasyllableaudinthelattercase 
^_^^.^  as  to  the  liability  of  the  sheriff;  and  I  think  no  argument  can 
BiLHE  be  applied  from  any  reasoning  upon  technicalities  and  the 
HurroN.  form  of  action,  as  to  whether  the  sheriff  is  liable  for  seizing 
and  selling  goods  under  circumstances  like  the  present.  Cote 
T.  Danes  (a)  is  also  cited  for  the  defendant.  Lord  Chief 
Justice  HoU  there  held  that  the  sheriff  was  not  liable  to  an 
action  of  trover  under  circumstances  like  the  present.  That 
case,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  in  point  for  the  defendant,  but  it 
is  only  a  A^wt/VitM  decision.  As  to  the  other  cases,  o(Bm- 
let/  V,  Sunning,  and  Lelchmere  v.  Thorowgood,  considering 
the  imperfect  manner  in  which  they  are  reported,  and  con- 
sidering also  the  special  verdict  in  Bailey  v.  Bumring,  I 
think  they  only  amount  to  a  declaration  of  the  opinions 
of  the  Judges  there,  that,  generally  speaking,  the  sheriff 
was  not  liable,  but  by  no  means  to  a  judgment  upon  a  case 
like  the  present,  distinctly  brought  and  argued  before 
them;  and  that,  therefore,  the  Courts  in  late  times  are  not 
su  far  bound  by  those  cases,  but  that  they  may  take  another 
view  of  the  case  without  being  considered  as  unwarrant- 
ably overturning  former  dedsions.  The  case  of  Cooper  v. 
Chitttf  is  the  leading  case  on  the  subject  in  more  modem 
times.  I  admit,  that  the  facts  of  that  case  are  not  the  same 
bs  here;  for  there  the  sale  was  after  notice  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  after  the  commission  and  assignment; 
and  that  the  decision-  would  not  of  itself  be  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  Court  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
That  case  has  been  followed  by  a  variety  of  other  cases, 
in  some  of  whicii  at  least  the  facts  were  the  same  as  the 
present.  I  do  not  think  it  at  all  necessary  to  go  through 
these  cases  and  comment  upon  them,  and  upon  the  lan- 
guage used  by  particular  Judges,  as  that  has  been  so  fully 
done  already.  The  result  of  these  cases  fully  satisfies  my 
mind,  that  in  the  present  case  the  bailiff  is  liable;  and  I 
may  say  in  addition,  that  I  have  known  a  great  many  cases 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  724. 
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tried  at  Nut  Prius,  in  which  the  point  hat  never  been  At«A.  Chambgr, 
doubted.  And  I  would  also  add  in  conclusion,  that  if 
the  cases  of  Bailey  v.  Bunning,  and  Leichmere  v.  Thorow- 
good  had  been  fully  brought  before  the  Court  upon  a 
case  like  the  present,  and  the  judgment  given  according 
to  the  opinion  there  expressed  by  the  Judges,  yet,  if  I 
had  found,  that,  for  a  series  of  years,  there  had  been  so 
many  decisions  and  constant  practice  the  other  way^  then^ 
inasmuch  as  the  later  authorities  are  according  to  what 
would  be  my  opinion,  if  the  question  was  now  for  the  first 
time  to  come  under  consideration,  I  should  say  that  the 
Court  ought  to  act  upon  the  late  authorities,  though  by 
that  means  the  former  decisions  should  be  overturned* 
I  have  not  given  any  opinion  as  to  the  efiect  of  the  re- 
spective indemnities  to  Jewison  and  to  Ingham^  as  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  are  both  liable  to  this  action^  indepen-' 
dent  of  any  question  of  indemnity.  Upon  the  whole  of  the 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgnient  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Park,  J. — This  case  has  been  so  fully  discussed  by  my 
learned  brethren  who  have  preceded  me,  that  I  am  much 
tempted  merely  to  express  my  concurrence  with  the  majo- 
rity* The  only  reason  why  I  prefer  the  contrary  course 
is,  that  I  may  not  be  supposed  to  have  taken  no  pains  to 
instruct  myself  in  a  matter  where  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
has  delivered  a  unanimous  judgment,  supported,  as  that 
judgment  is,  by  my  learned  brother  sitting  next  me,  and 
which  judgment  the  majority  of  the  Judges  now  present 
think  ought  to  be  reversed. 

The  real  point  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  sherifi^or  bailiff 
of  a  liberty,  who  seizes  the  goods  of  a  man  under  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias f  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  pre- 
viously committed,  and  which  the  sheriff  had  no  notice  of, 
is  liable  to  an  action  of  trover,  at  the  suit  of  the  assignees 
of  such  man,  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  subse- 
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£xdL  Chamhms  qnentlj  issoed,  fooDded  upon  the  said  prerioiis  set  of 

^  iMinkniptcy.     I  an  of  opinion  that  he  is. 

Baucb  It  may  certainly  be  hard  upon  a  sheriff  or  bailiff  diat  he 

HuTTOK.      dionld  be  held  liable  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  no 

misconduct  can  be  imputed  to  him  or  to  his  oflfeers;  but  it 

appears  to  me  that  if^  on  account  of  such  hardship,  we  were 

Id  affirm  this  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exeheqmer^  we 

should  break  in  on  an  established  rule  of  law;  established 

confessedly  for  above  seTcnty  years;  admitted  as  a  clear 

rule  in  all  the  text  books  of  writers  upon  bankrupt  law; 

acted  upon  by  all  practisers,  in  their  advice  to  clients; 

and  confirmed  by  some  of  the  ablest  men  that  have  ever 

adorned  the  judicial  seat,  from  Lord  MoMsfield  down  to 

the  present  day,  namely,  from  the  year  1756. 

The  question  really  is,  whether  these  goods,  when  tbe 

bailiff  seiaed  them,  were  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt,  or 

the  goods  of  the  assignees  by  relaticm  to  the  act  of  bank-^^ 

mptcy.     That  the  act  of  bankruptcy  vested  the  goods  in 

the  assignees  seems  not  to  be  disputed:  then,  certdnly,  the 

process  having  commanded  that  the  goods  of  A.  shall  be 

taken,  the  sheriff  must  at  his  peril  answer,  if  he  take 

goods  which  have  become  the  property  of  J?.,  by  being 

sued  in  an  action  of  trover.    Mistake  as  to  the  right  of 

property  at  the  time  of  the  seixure,  both  in  the  plaintiff 

herself  and  in  the  sheriff,  as  was  truly  stated  by  my  bro* 

ther  Bayleyin  the  case  I  am  about  to  quote,  will  not 

excuse  the  sheriff.    And  indeed  that  was  a  very  hard 

case:  I  mean  the  case  of  Glasspoole  Y.Yaung{a),  where 

a  writ  of  execution  issued  against  a  man  named  Meer^ 

ing,  the  supposed  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  who  really 

believed  herself  to  be  his  lawful  wife  at  the  time  of  the 

seizure  of  the  goods,  which  had  been  her  property ;  but 

after  this,  the  woman,  discovering  that  a  former  vrife  was 

living,  and  the  marriage  with  her  consequently  void,  re- 

(«)  9  B.  &  €.  696. 
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covered  the  value  of  the  goods  against  the  sheriff  in  an  £«*.  ckambet, 
action  of  troveri  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  Lord 
Tenierden,  and  my  brothers  Baylet/t  LUtledalef  and  James 
Parke*     The  rule  of  law,  then^  is  undoubted,  that  the 
dieriff  must  at  his  peril  seise  the  goods  of  the  party 
against  whom  the  writ  issued ;  and  if  they  have  ceased, 
without  fraud,  to  be  the  goods  of  that  party,  the  sheriff 
is  liable  if  he  seized  them,  though  not  cognizant  of  the 
change  of  property.    The  hardship,  theni  can  be  no  argu- 
ment if  the  law  be  clear,  for  there  are  many,  many  cases  in 
which  the  law  has  thrown  a  similar  liability  upon  thie 
sheriff,  not  regarding  the  hardship  of  the  case ;  and  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  exception  in  any  bankrupt  act  (my  brother 
Boeanquet  has  fully  gOne  into  them)  in  fitvour  of  the  she- 
tS£.     For,  as  Lord  EUenborough  said,  in  the  case  of 
Stephens  v.  EhoaU  (a),  the  Court  must  be  governed  by  the 
principles  of  law,  and  not  by  the  hardship  of  any  particular 
case;  '*  for,  what  can  be  more  hard,*'  says  his  Lordship, 
**  than  the  common  case  of  trespass,  where  the  servant  hiKs 
done  some  act  in  assertion  of  his  master's  right,  that  be 
should  be  liable,  not  only  jointly  with  his  master,  but,  if  his 
master  cannot  satisfy  it,  for  every  penny  of  the  whole  da- 
mage, and  his  person  also  should  be  liable  for  it."  The  sher- 
iff is  in  a  much  better  situation ;  for  though  he  must  often 
act  at  his  peril,  and  sustains  losses,  yet  he  has  considerable 
^ees  in  poundage,  &c.  to  remunerate  him  for  such  danger. 
It  is  admitted,  indeed  it  was  impossible  to  deny,  that  the 
point  has  been  expressly  decided  over  and  over  again ;  but 
it  is  desired  that  all  those  cases  shall  be  overturned,  be- 
cause they  all,  it  is  said,  depend  upon  the  case  of  Cooper 
▼•  Chiity^  and  none  of  the  latter  cases,  they  say,  refer  to 
Ae  cases  before  Cooper  v.  CMiiy,  which  are  at  variance 
with  that  decision:  for  those  who  wish  to  overturn  the 
eases,  allege,  that,  if  the  Courts  had  looked  at  those  prior 

(a)  4  M.  &  S.  259. 
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^ch.chitniber,  decisions»  they  never  would  have  upheld  Lord  Man$fieU£9 

doctrine,  and  that  of  his  brethren.  This  seems  to  me  a 
most  disingenuous  argument,  and  not  complimentary  to 
the  Judges  who,  numerous  and  powerful  in  knowledge  and 
talent  as  many  of  them  have  been,  have  decided  those 
latter  cases.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  arguments  of  some 
of  them,  the  older  cases  of  Bailey  v.  Bunning,  Leichmere 
V.  TAorowgood,  and  others,  have  not  been  mentioned. 
But  are  we  thence  to  infer  that  those  learned  Judges 
were  unacquainted  with,  or  did  not  weigh,  those  deci- 
sions ?  The  fact  is  directly  otherwise ;  and  the  fair  and 
legitimate  inference  is  the  reverse.  The  later  Judges, 
it  is  said,  have  followed  Cooper  v.  Chitty.  Be  it  so;  then 
they  must  have  read  it — and  they  could  not  do  so  without 
seeing  the  cases  which  I  have  alluded  to  reasoned  and 
commented  upon,  both  at  the  bar  and  upon  the  bench ; 
and  therefore  the  fair  and  legitimate  inference  is,  -that  the 
Judges  were  of  opinion  that  Cooper  v.  Chitty^  if  it  did 
not  overturn  the  former  decisions,  was  more  consonant  to 
reason,  public  convenience,  and  sound  policy,  in  holding 
the  sheriff  liable  even  in  the  case  of  mistake  and  ignorance; 
and  it  is  to  suppose  that  the  Judges  shut  their  eyes,  and 
remained  wilfully  ignorant  of  the  prior  cases :  besides,  it 
is  a  mistake  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
when  they  allege  that  none  of  the  cases  later  than  Cooper 
V.  Chitty  refer  to  Bailey  v.  Bunning;  for  the  direct 
contrary  is  the  factj  as  clearly  proved  by  my  brother 
Patieson.  In  reference  to  the  other  cases,  I  have 
considered  the  cases  alluded  to  ;  and  although  I  do 
not  highly  approve  of  very  long  and  elaborate  judgments^ 
yet  I  must  say  that,  in  all  the  reports  of  the  different  stages 
of  the  case  of  Letchmere  v.  Thorowgood  and  Letch- 
mere  v.  Toplady^  it  is  most  difficult  to  get  at  the  real  history 
of  that  case;  but  taking  them  all  together,  one  thing 
seems  clear,  that  the  sheriff  was  held  not  to  be  a  trespasser 
in  such  a  case  as  this;  and  no  Judge,  in  Cooper  v.  Chitty, 
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nor  in  any  case  since,  has  so  considered  him.     It  was  also  B*ch.  Chamher, 

1833. 
held,  in  Letchmere  v.  Toplady^  where  trover  was  afterwards 

brought)  that  i|  would  not  then  lie,  not  that  it  would  not  liej 
generally  speaking,  but  that  the  plea  of  the  judgment  in  the 
action  of  trespass  against  the  sheriff  was  a  good  bar  by  way 
of  ektoppel.  Whether  the  Court  was  right  or  wrong  in  this 
latter  opinion,  I  do  not  stop  to  inquire;  if  wrong,  it  weakens 
the  authority  of  the  case  altogether;  if  right,  it  does  not 
militate  against  the  position  that  trover  generally  will  lie, 
though  trespass  will  not,  against  the  sherifT.  In  Comber'^ 
baehf  123,  he  makes  Lord  Holt  say  that  the  property 
of  the  goods  is  vested  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  of  Jieri 
^aeiasy  even  against  the  king.  This,  Lord  Mansfield  truly 
says  he  could  not  have  said,  for  no  inception  of  an  execu- 
tion  can  bar  the  crown.  Lord  Holt  himself,  in  another 
case,  says  the  direct  contrary  to  what  Comberbach  here  re* 
ports  of  him ;  for,  in  Stnallcomb  v.-  Cross  (a),  his  Lordship 
says,  that  *'  the  property  of  the  goods  is  not  absolutely 
bound  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff.*'  And 
this  question  is  now  happily  set  to  rest  by  the  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords  last  session  in  Giles  v.  Grover;  be- 
sides, it  is  difficult  to  understand  when  and  by  whom  this 
case  was  decided.  Srd  Modern  decided  this  case  in 
•Trinity  Term,  4  James  2,  at  which  time  Sir  J.  Holt 
was  not  Chief  Justice;  for  it  is  clear  matter  of  history  that 
he  was  appointed  upon  the  Revolution,  in  the  room  of  Sir 
Richard  Wright,  who  continued  all  Michaelmas  Term  fot 
lowing  the  landing  of  King  William  to  be  Chief  Justice;  and 
no //ifar^  Term  was  kept  in  consequence  of  the  Revolu* 
tion.  Comberbach  makes  the  decision  take  place  in  Trinity, 
1st  of  King  William,  twelve  months  after  the  date  of  the 
former;  and  iSAoirer  states  the  decision  to  have  taken  place 
in  Easter,  1st  of  King  William*  The  case  of  Letchmere 
V.  Toplady  was  in  the  Common  Pleas,  Hilary  2nd  of 
William  ^  Mary.    My  only  object  in  making  these  ob^ 

(fi)  1  Ld.  Raym.  251. 
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^^*'ft^*"**''  senrationa  is,  to  shew  the  extreme  inaccuracy  and  inatten- 
tion of  those  persons  who,  by  these  inaccuracies  in  dates, 
^y  be  presumed  to  have  taken  their  accounts  of  what 
passed  from  others,  but  not  to  have  been  themselves  pre- 
sent; for  even  the  publisher  of  3rd  Modem  says,  in  his 
preface,  that  he  must  confess  that  some  of  the  late  re- 
ports (of  course  not  meaning  his  own)  are  collected  with 
very  little  judgment.      Bailey    v«   Bunmng  (a),   which 
is  also  mentioned  in  PkiUipe  v.  Tkonq)son  (6),  was  un- 
doubtedly an  action  of  trover;   but,  for  the  reasons  so 
^My  given  by  my  brother  BoMonquet^  and  which,  there* 
f(»e,  I  shall  not  repeat,  it  is  clear  that,  even  giving  full 
credit  to  the  decision,  it  does  not  at  all  govern  this  case: 
Siderfin  does  not  agree :  but  even  if  it  were  more  applicable 
to  this  case  I  cannot  feel  all  that  respect  for  such  unsatis- 
factory accounts  of  that  decision,  so  much  at  least  as  to 
induce  me  to  overturn  the  uniform  and  constant  train  of 
judgments  of  seventy-six  years  and  more,  by  some  of  the 
ablest  Judges  that  Wesiminsier-kall  has  seen. 
.    The  oldest  man  now  living  remembers  no  other  rule 
upon  this  point,  than  that  which  it  is  said  Cooper  v. 
Chitty  established.     Admitting,  for  argument  only,  that 
that  was  a  novel  decision,  yet  no  inconvenience  has  re- 
sulted from  it;   the  Judges  have  been  followers  of  it, 
counsel  and  attornies  have  advised  on  its  strength,  and 
merdiants  have,  as  assignees,  known  and  abided  by  the 
rule;  and  it  is,  as  we  well  know,  frequently  immaterial 
how  points  of  law  are  determined,   provided  they  are 
known  and  uniform ;  and  certainly  this  point  of  law  has 
.been  known    snd  uniform-  for  the  long  period  I  have 
mentioned.     I  was,  therefore,  surprised  to  observe,   in 
one  of  the  arguments  of  this  case  in  the  Court  below,  a 
statement  that  there  had  been  some  recent  decisions  on 
this  point    Who  were  the  Judges  who  decided  Cooper 
^.  CHity?  Lord  Mansfield^  who  is  not,  I  believe,  remem- 

(fl)  I  Lev.  173.  {b)  3  Lev.  191. 
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b^ed  by  any  one  now  present,  myself  excepted ;  but  he  Exck.  Chamben 
was  a  Judge,  who,  in  the  expressive  language  of  one 
who  knew  him  well,  and  who  could  duly  appreciate  his 
learning  and  ability,  so  enlarged  and  commented  upon 
cases,  and  was  so  powerful  in  argument  that  his  hearers 
were  sometimes  lost  in  admiration  at  the  strength  and  ex^t 
tent  of  the  human  understanding.     His  colleagues,  when 
€)oaper  t.  Chitiy  was  decided,  were  no  other  than  Sir 
John  Eardley  Wilmot,  afterwards  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  the  very  learned  Mr.  J.  Foster  and  Mr.  J; 
JDennison.    Was  it  a  hurried  decision?    It  was  argued  in 
two  different  terras  by  four  of  the  most  eminent  advocates 
of  that  day;  after  which  the  Court  took  time  to  deliberate; 
and  then  Lord  Mansfield  delivered  a  clear,  lucid,  and  argu«» 
mentative  judgment  of  himself  and  his  three  most  leamect 
brethren,  and  commented  upon  the  cases  of  Bailey  v. 
Sunning  and  Leiehmere  v.  Thorowgood  in  a  way  which  shews 
at  least  that  they  had  by  no  means  been  overlooked  by 
them.  The  case  of  Cooper  y.  Chitiy  is  best  reported  in  the 
1st  Lord  Kenyoiis  Cases,  395;  although  there  is  no  ma« 
terialdifference^between  JiT^iiyoii,  Blackstone^^wdi  Burrow  4 
and  whoever  reads  with  attention  Lord  Kenyoris  note, 
though  his  Lordship  was  then  a  very  young  man,  will  dis- 
cover  all  the  accuracy  and  acuteness  of  that  great  mind 
80  well  remembered  by  us  who  saw  him,  as  many  of  us  saw 
him,  in  the  full  splendour  of  it;  and  when  reading  this  lu- 
minous judgment  of  Lord  MansfieUts,  as  reported  by  his 
eminent  successor,  I  cannot  but  lament  that,  in  the  course* 
of  some  of  the  arguments  in  the  case  now  under  consider- 
ation. Lord  Mansfield  should  be  charged  with  making  a 
very  useless  display  of  what  would  appear  to  be  legal  know- 
ledge, and  filling  up  six  pages  with  what  might  have  been 
expressed  in  six  lines.     I  am  sorry  to  say,  the  judgments 
of  modern  days  cannot  claim  a  superiority  in  conciseness 
and  beauty  above  those  of  Lord  Mansfield.     Were  I,  af- 
ter the  dbcussion  this  case  has  undergone  at  the  bar. 
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impossible  that  Lord  EUenborough,  though  the  counsel  Exch.  Chamber 
might  not  have  stated  the  case  with  much  precision^  could 
have  decided  as  he  did,  if  he  had  not  had  the  supposed 
point  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty  in  his  view.  The  case  of  Laza- 
rus  v.  Waithtnan  {a)  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  during  the  Chief  Justiceship  of  Sir  R.  Dallas,  in 
the  same  way  as  Cooper  v.  Chitty  was.  I  speak  not  of 
any  opinion  of  mine  in  that  case,  but  I  can  speak  of  two  of 
the  Court,  happily  still  alive,  though  no  longer  of  our 
body;  two  better  lawyers  could  not  be  found ;  I  mean  my 
brothers  Bur  rough  and  Richardson;  the  former  states  the 
point  to  have  been  settled  long  before  he  knew  Westmin* 
ster-hali;  the  latter,  and  no  man  had  more  practical  ex- 
perience, says  that  the  law,  as  to  a  question  of  this  nature, 
had  been  long  since  settled,  and  had  frequently  occurred 
of  late  years  at  Nisi  Prius.  There  must,  therefore,  have 
been  an  accidental  mis*8tatement  in  the  judgment  below; 
when  it  is  supposed  that  Lazarus  v.  Waithman  was  de- 
cided altogether  upon  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  and  that  none  of 
the  earlier  cases  were  mentioned.  Those  who  know^  as  I 
of  course  did,  the  infinite  pains  that  most  valuable  person, 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Dallas,  took  to  inform  himself,  by  dili- 
gent research,  and  to  procure  information  from  others,  of 
every  case  and  decision  that  at  all  bore  upon  matters  be- 
fore him,  will  not  readily  believe  he  was  not  aware  of  the 
cases  ot  Bailey  v.  Bunning  and  Phillips  v.  Thompson;  but  it 
unfortunately  happens,  that,  even  if  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
of  that  day  were  not  Entitled  to  all  the  commendation  I 
most  cheerfully  and  affectionately  bestow  upon  him,  the 
very  cases  supposed  to  have  been  overlooked  by  the 
Judges,  Dallas,  Burrough,  Richardson,  and  myself,  were 
expressly  quoted  and  relied  upon  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  sheriff,  in  Lazarus  v.  Waithman,  and  in  Price  v. 
Helyar  (6),  which  I  only  quote  as  an  authority  of  three 

(a)  5  B.  Moore,  314.         {h)  1  Moore  &  Payne,  541 ;  S,  C.  4  Bing.  59?. 
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Euk.  Chamber,  Judges  of  the  Court,  because  my  learned  brother  who 

sits  next  me  thinks  there  was  some  mistake  as  to  its 
haying  been  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  four  Judges. 
We  have  to  add  the  weight  and  authority  of  that  very 
eminent  and  acute  Judge,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Best,  de- 
livering a  most  luminous  argument,  after  time  taken  to 
consider,  as  the  joint  opinion  of  his  Lordship,  myself,  and 
Mr*  Justice  Burroughs  the  £icts  of  that  case  being  not 
possibly  distinguishable  from  this.  But  the  weight  of  au- 
thority and  of  name  does  not  rest  here :  for,  in  Carlisle  v. 
Garland  (a).  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindalt  my  brothers  Bo^ 
sanquet  and  Alder^on,  all  maintained  the  same  point;  and 
again,  that  most  eminent  person,  and  ever  to  be  lamented 
Judge,  Lord  Tenterdetif  with  the  concurrence  of  my  bro- 
thers Liiiledale,  Taunton,  and  Paiieson,  in  Dillon  ^.Lang^ 
ley  (6),  expressly  like  this  case  in  every  circumstance,  says, 
''  the  sheriff  must  obey  the  writ,  but  he  is  also  required 
to  know  whose  goods  he  takes.  We  ought  to  consider 
ourselves  bound  by  the  many  decinons  which  have  taken 
place,  establishing  the  liability  of  the  sheriff."  And  then 
his  Lordship  refers  to  the  case  of  Carlisle  v.  Garland  as 
in  point.  Indeed  it  is  admitted  in  the  Court  below,  that 
the  cases  of  Potter  v.  Starkey^  Lazarus  v.  Waitkman,  Price 
v.  Helyar,  Carlisle  v.  Garland,  and  Dillon  v,  Langley^  can- 
not be  distinguished  either  in  facts  or  reasoning  from  the 
case  now  under  consideration.  I  have  formerly  referred 
to  the  case  of  Glasspoole  v.  Young,  as  a  much  harder  case 
against  the  sheriff  than  the  present:;  and  I  shall  not  re- 
state it:  I  only  mention  it  for  the  sake  of  adding  to  the 
list  of  legal  luminaries,  who,  for  the  last  seventy-six  years^ 
have  uniformly  concurred  in  this  opinion  till  now,  the 
names  of  two  eminent  Judges,  Mr.  Justice,  now  Baron, 
Bayley,  and  Mr.  Justice  James  Parke.  If,  therefore, 
I  even  thought  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty  wrongly 

»  6  Moore  &  Payne,  102;  5.  C.  7  Bing.  298.        (6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  131. 
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decided,  and  which  some  of  my  brothers  seem  to  think,  I  Exeh.  Cumber, 
do  not  feel  myself  strong  enough^  nor  do  I  feel  myself 
justified  in  setting  up  my  judgment  against  the  immense 
host  of  those  great  men  who  have  so  long  considered  this 
as  a  closed  and  settled  point  of  law* 

I  may  add»  without  impropriety,  that  Lord  Tenterdenf 
in  a  conference  with  all  the  Judges  who  had  beard  this 
case  argued^  concurred  in  the  opinion  I  have  formed;  and 
when  the  opinions  of  that  most  eminent,  most  learned,  and 
ever  to  be  lamented  Judge,  as  well  as  the  humblest,  and 
most  unassuming  of  men,  are  mentioned,  they  will  claim 
and  receive  from  every  other  Judge  and  lawyer,  the  most 
profound  and  unfeigned  attention  and  respect;  especially 
when  I  find  him  in  a  case  having  no  connection  with  this, 
declaring  that  the  Judges  of  former  times  (and  I  speak  of 
the  uniform  judgment  of  above  seventy  years)  ought  to  be 
followed  and  adopted,  unless  we  can  see  very  clearly  that 
they  are  erroneous;  otherwise  there  would  be  no  certainty 
in  the  administration  of  the  law.  When,  therefore,  I  find 
this  law  uniformly  acted  upon  for  much  above  seventy 
years^  I  rejoice,  after  a  long  judicial  life,  to  declare  my 
firm  belief,  that  a  new  practice  on  this  point  should  not  be 
introduced.  I  think  it  cannot  be  done  without  danger.  For 
these  reasons,  and  upon  these  authorities,  I  think  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ought  to  be  reversed. 

TiNDAL  C.  J. — It  has  become  unnecessary  for  me,  after 
the  full  discussion  which  this  case  has  undergone,  to  state 
at  length  the  grounds  upon  which  my  judgment  has  been 
formed,  or  to  comment  upon  the  several  cases  which  have 
already  been  brought  before  the  notice  of  the  Court.  I 
shall  endeavour,  therefore,  to  compress,  within  as  short  a 
compass  as  is  consistent  with  making  myself  intelligible, 
the  reasons  upon  which  my  mind  has  been  brought  to  the 
conclusion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought 
to  be  reversed. 

VOL.  I.  Y 


314  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch.  Chamber,  The  question  arising  upon  the  special  verdict  is  in  sub- 
stance this:  whether  the  sheriff,  who  has  seised  the  goods 
of  a  defendant  under  a  writ  of^./a.,  and  has  sold  and 
delivered  them  to  the  judgment-creditor  in  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by 
the  defendant,  but  before  the  issuing  of  a  commission 
against  him,  is  liable  to  an  action  of  trover  at  the  suit  of 
the  assignees  subsequently  chosen  under  such  commission. 
And  upon  this  question  I  can  arrive  at  no  other  conclusion, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  statute  upon  which  the  bank- 
rupt law  now  stands,  without  any  reference  to  the  cases 
decided  on  the  point,  than  that  the  seizing  and  subsequent 
sale  of  these  goods  to  the  judgment-creditor  is  a  wrongful 
conversion,  so  as  to  make  the  sheriff  liable  in  an  action  of 
trover. 

The  answer  to  the  question  above  put,  rests  upon  two 
distinct  propositions^  first,  that  the  goods  in  question  were, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  under  the  writ,  the  property  of  the 
assignees,  having  become  their  property  by  relation  from 
the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy;  secondly,  that  there  is 
no  exception,  either  express  or  implied,  in  the  bankrupt 
act,  in  favour  of  a  sheriff  executing  the  king's  writ.  I  shall 
proceed  to  consider  each  of  these  positions  separately,  and 
in  order.  First,  upon  the  just  construction  of  the  late 
statute,  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale  belonged  to  the 
assignees,  and  the  sale  was  a  wrongful  conversion,  because 
it  was  a  sale  of  their  goods; — that  the  ownership  of  the 
goods  was  not  divested  out  of  the  bankrupt  by  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  or  by  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  or  by 
any  other  act  than  the  execution  of  the  commissioners* 
assignment,  may  indeed  be  readily  admitted.  If  any 
authority  were  necessary  for  that  point,  the  cases  of  Cary 
V.  Crisp  (a)  and  Brassey  v.  Dawson  (&)  are  decisive  upon 
the  subject.  But  it  seems  equally  clear,  that,  by  the  neces- 

(a)  1  Salk.  108.  (6)  2  Str.  978. 


HILARY  TBRM,   3  WILL.  IV.  SIS 

swry  construction  of  the  clause   by.  which  the  commis-  Bxch.  Chamber, 
•  183d. 

doners  are  directed  to  ''  asugn  all  the  bankrupt's  money, 

goods,  chattels,  and  debts,  wherever  they  may  be  found 
or  known ;"  such  assignment,  whenever  made,  shall  operate 
by  relation,  so  as  to  carry  to  the  assignees  all  the  property 
which  the  bankrupt  had  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

.  The  twelfth  section  of  the  recent  act,  G  Geo.  4,  upon 
which  the  law  now  stands,  varies  indeed  in  some  particu- 
lars of  expression  from  the  language  of  the  earlier  acts ; 
but  not  so  materially  as  to  afibrd  a  ground  for  any  differ- 
ence of  construction  in  this  particular,  in  which  it  is  certain 
no  real  difference  could  have  been  intended.    It  has  been 
observed,  in  one  case,  by  Lord  Hardwicie,  then  Chief 
Justice  of  the  King^s  Bench,  in  Brassey  v.  Dawson  (a), 
that  this  relation  is  a  fiction  of  the  law,  and  that  fictions 
are  not  to  be  favoured.    But  I  must  confess  myself  unable 
to  consider  it  as  any  fiction  at  all;  for  it  appears  to  be  the 
direct  positive  enactment  of  the  legislature,  expressed  in 
plain  and  unequivocal  terms.    That  such  an  enactment  is 
indeed  attended  in  some  cases  with  hardship  must  be  ad- 
mitted; but  there  seemed  to  have  been  no  alternative  for 
the  legislature,  but  either  to  allow  these  individual  cases 
of  hardship,  or  to  submit  to  a  general  inconvenience ;  for, 
unless  the  assignees  were  made  to  take  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  this 
general  inconvenience  must  follow,  that  the  estate  would 
be  subject  to  all  the  fraudulent  or  improvident  dispositions 
and  conveyances  which  failing  men,  in  a  state  of  bank- 
ruptcy, will   inevitably   have   recourse    to.      That  such 
relation  was  intended  is  evident  from  the  consideration, 
that,  in  various  instances,  where  the  individual  hardship 
was  greater  than  was  warranted  by  the  general  convenience, 
the  legislature  has  from  time  to  time,  by  new  statutes,  .cut 

(a)  2  Str.  978. 
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down  the  rriatioii  in  partknkr  eawcB;  as,  first,  in  the  case 
of  payment  of  debis  to  a  hanknipt  befiiie  notice  of  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  (1  Joe*  l,c.  15);  next,  in  the  case  of  the  sale 
of  real  property  by  the  bankmpt,  where  the  eoamiissioD 
is  not  sued  out  within  fire  years  afker  the  secret  act  of 
bankruptcy  (21  Joe.  1,  c.  19);  again,  in  the  case  of  pay- 
ment by  the  hanknipt  to  creditiMv  for  goods  sold 
(19  Geo.  2,  c  32) ;  and,  kstly,  in  the  case  of  conTeyances, 
contracts,  and  other  dealings  and  transactions  with  bank* 
mpts,  band  fide  made  and  entered  into  more  than  two 
calendar  months  before  the  date  and  iasoing  of  the  com- 
missicm  (46  Geo.  3,  c  65).  All  which  proTisions  of  the 
legislatare  do  prove  and  estaUish  two  points :  first,  that 
such  relation  to  the  act  of  bankmptcy  did  at  the  time  exist 
under  the  previous  enactment;  secondly,  that  nothing  short 
of  the  authority  of  Pailiament  was  sufficient  to  relax  the  se- 
verity of  the  former  law.  The  Courts  of  law  have  uniform- 
ly held  such  construction  of  the  bankrupt  acts.  I  will  re- 
fer to  one  case  only,  namely,  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hard^ 
wicie,  when  Chancellor,  in  Billom  ▼.  Hyde  (a),  because  it 
appears  to  me  to  import  that  at  that  time  he  did  not  con- 
sider this  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  to  be  a  fiction  of 
law.  Lord  Hardwicie  obsenres — **  It  is  said  that  this  rule 
(the  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy)  founded  on  this  act 
of  Parliament,  is  contrary  to  the  general  reason  of  the  law, 
which  says,  that  fictions  of  law  and  legal  relations  shall 
not  enure  to  the  wrong  of  any  one,  which  is  a  general  rule, 
invented  to  support  the  right  and  equity  of  the  case.  But 
the  reason  of  taking  this  case  out  of  that  rule  is  plainly 
this,  and  the  law  did  intend  it  on  this  general  rule,  that  it 
is  better  to  sujSer  a  particular  mischief  than  an  incon- 
venience, and  the  Legislature  foresaw  that  there  would 
be  a  particular  mischief,  which  they  cured  by  that  pro- 
viso, but  did  not  extend  it  further,  because  the  incon- 
venience on  the  other  hand,  of  suffering  bankrupts  to 

{a)  2  Vc8.  310. 
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dispose  of  their  effects  by  contracts  or  judgments,  would  Exrh,^ChMkhery 
put  it  in  their  power  to  defeat  their  just  creditors  of  their 
debts,  so  that  it  would  be  difficult  commonly  to  find  out 
whether  there  was  a  mixture  of  fraud ;  so  the  Legislature 
thought  it  better  to  lay  down  that  general  rule."  Upon 
these  grounds  it  may,  I  think,  be  safely  concluded,  that 
all  the  property  belonging  to  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy  passes  to  his  assignees  by  the  commission- 
ers' assignment,  whatever  may  be  the  time  at  which  such 
assignment  is  executed. 

The  second  ground  above  referred  to  is,  that  there  is 
no  exception,  express  or  implied,  in  the  bankrupt  act  in 
favour  of  the  sheriff  executing  a  writ  after  a  secret  act 
of  bankruptcy.  So  that,  whilst  servants  of  the  bankrupt, 
judgment-creditors,  who  set  the  law  in  motion,  vendees 
at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  all  other  persons  who  assist  in 
selling,  disposing,  or  removing  the  goods  of  a  bankrupt 
after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  would  confessedly  be 
held  guilty  of  a  wrongful  conversion.  Neither  is  the 
sheriff,  by  reason  of  his  situation  and  character,  exempt- 
ed from  the  same  liability.  That  there  is  no  express 
exception  is  evident  from  perusing  the  words  of  the  sta** 
tute;  if  there  be  any  exception,  therefore,  it  must  be  one 
that  is  implied.  Now,  the  only  ground  upon  which  such 
implied  exception  in  favour  of  the  sheriff  is  contended  for, 
resolves  itself  at  last  into  the  hardship  of  his  case.  It  is  said 
to.be  a  hard  measure  to  make  him  answerable  where  be  is 
obliged  to  execute  the  writ,  where  he  is  acting  honestly  in 
the  execution  of  his  duty,  and  is  under  an  invincible  ig- 
norance at  the  time,  that  the  goods  are  the  property  of  the 
assignees.  The  question  therefore  is,  whether  such  hard- 
ship on  the  sheriff  can  be  held  upon  any  legal  ground  to 
work  an  exception  in  his  favour. 

If  once  this  principle  were  to  be  admitted,  it  would  oper- 
ate not  only  in  cases  where  the  ignorance  of  the  sheriff  was 
really  invincible,  but  in  many  others,  where  a  small  exer- 
cise of  caution,  inquiry,  and  investigation  would  have  been 
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^^^\q^^'  sufficient  to  have  prevented  him  from  executing  the  writ: 

such  a  construction!  therefore,  in  order  to  prevent  a  mis- 
chief to  the  individual  in  a  few  cases,  would  occasion  an  in-- 
convenience  to  the  creditors  at  large  in  many.  Again,  in  how 
many  other  cases  does  the  law  hold  him  responsible  where 
he  is  equaUy  honest  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  and  his 
difficulty  in  choosing  the  right  course  is  equally  great?  In 
an  execution  against  A.,  if  he  sells  the  goods  of  A  which 
are  in  A.*s  possession  and  apparent  ownership,  by  loan  or 
otherwise,  he  is  liable  in  trover  to  the  rightful  owner,  even 
after  he  has  paid  over  the  money.  If  bail  are  tendered  to 
him,  which  appear  sufficient  at  the  time,  he  is  bound  to 
accept  them,  and  discharge  the  defendant  from  his  custo- 
dy;  yet  if  they  fail  before  bail  above  is  put  in,  the  sheriff 
may  become  answerable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
not  improbably  for  the  amount  of  the  debt.  He  is  an* 
swerable  generally,  civUHer,  for  all  the  acts  of  his  bailiffs, 
for  voluntary  escapes  permitted  by  them,  and  for  extor- 
tion. If  the  hardship  is  urged  in  those  cases,  the  answer 
is,  that  the  officers  give  security  to  the  sheriff;  but  it  is  ob- 
vious, that,  if  their  securities  fall  short,  he  is  answerable  to 
the  party  in  his  purse  or  his  person.  I  would  refer  to  the 
late  case  of  Glasspoole  v.  Young  (a)  already  stated  by  my 
brothers  Park  and  Taunton,  where  the  sheriff  was  held 
liable  for  the  execution  of  his  duty,  under  circumstances 
of  ignorance  equally  invincible  as  the  present.  By  ana* 
logy,  therefore,  to  the  law  by  which  the  sheriff's  re- 
sponsibility is  governed  in  many  other  cases,  the  mere 
circumstance  of  hardship  ought  not  to  form  any  ground 
of  exemption  from  his  liability  in  this  particular  case.  Af- 
ter all,  the  office  of  sheriff  is  an  office  not  only  of  risk, 
but  one  of  profit  also.  So  says  Lord  Mansfield  expressly 
in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Chitttfy  so  often  referred  to— an 
office  of  which  men  are  ready  to  take  the  risk  upon  them- 
selves for  the  sake  of  the  profit,  in  the  character  of  under- 

(«)  9  B.  &  C.  696.- 
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•herifffly  bailiffs,  and  other  officers,  giving  the  sheriff  a  '*^*-^*J***''' 
suflScient  indemnity  to  secure  him  against  any  damages  or 
loss  from  acts  done  by  them  in  his  name.  But  the  strongest 
argument  against  implying  an  exception  in  favour  of  the 
sheriff  appears,  to  my  mind,  to  be  the  course  pursued  by 
the  legislature  itself  above  adverted  to,  who  have  by  new 
and  distinct  statutes,  from  time  to  time,  created  new  excep- 
tions from  the  retrospective  operation  of  the  assignment, 
wherever  the  hardship  to  individuals  was  deemed  suffix 
cient  to  call  for  it.  And  as  the  legislature  has  so  done  in 
many  cases,  but  not  interfered  in  the  present,  why  is  such 
exception  to  be  engrafted  on  the  statute  by  us,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  declare  the  law,  and  not  to  make  it?  Upon  these 
grounds,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me  that  no  exception  of 
any  kind  exbts  in  the  bankrupt  act  in  favour  of  the  sheriff, 
however  honestly  or  innocently  he  may  have  acted  in  the 
execution  of  the  writ  directed  to  him,  if  he  does,  in  fact, 
take  under  it,  not  the  goods  of  the  defendant  in  the  suit, 
but  those  of  his  assignees.  And  this  appears  to  me  to 
dispose  of  the  whole  point  in  controversy ;  for,  if  the  she- 
riff appears  to  be  liable  to  the  action  upon  the  construction 
of  the  statute  itself,  without  reference  to  any  of  the  cases 
upon  the  point,  I  think  it  must  at  once  be  admitted,  that 
there  is  no  such  weight  of  authority  in  favour  of  the  sheriff 
from  the  decided  cases,  as  to  call  for  any  contrary  deci- 
sion. Indeed,  the  weight  of  authority  to  be  derived  from 
cases  subsequent  to  that  of  Cooper  v.  C/diiff,  seems  to  be 
admitted  in  the  argument  of  this  case  in  the  Court  of  Ex* 
chequer  to  be  against  the  sheriff;  but  it  is  contended,  that 
all  the  latter  cases  proceeded  partly  upon  a  misconception 
of  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Ckittyy  and  partly  upon  the  ground 
that  the  earlier  case  of  Bailey  v.  Bunning^  and  some  others, 
had  not  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Courts  of 
law,  when  deciding  such  latter  cases.  I  shall  satisfy  my- 
self therefore  with  making  a  few  observations  upon  the 
two  cases  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty  and  Bailey  v.  Bunning,  as 
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*"*iim"**^'  ^^^  learned  Judges  who  have  preceded  me  in  argument 

^— -v '     have  gone  into  a  more  laboured  detail  of  the  modern  casea ; 

Balhe  anj  I  ^uj  only  obserre,  that  they  form  a  connected  chain 
HuTTON.  of  decisions  against  the  sheriff,  some  in  each  Court  of 
Common  Law  at  fVealmintl^-haii,  For  the  last  sixty 
years.  Now,  with  respect  to  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Chit- 
ty,  it  may  be  admitted  at  once  that  it  forms  no  autho- 
rity for  the  present  case.  The  seizure  by  the  sherifi* 
was  indeed  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  the 
sale  did  not  take  place  until  after  the  assignment,  and  at 
a  time  when  both  commission  and  assignment  were  known 
to  the  sherifF.  There  could,  therefore,  be  no  doubt  but 
that  such  a  sate,  with  such  notice,  was  a  wrongful  con- 
version by  the  sheriff,  although,  however,  the  facts  of 
the  case  do  not  agree  with  the  present.  The  judgment 
of  Lord  Man^eld  lays  down  and  adopts  a  broad  dis- 
tinction  between  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  in  an  action 
of  trespass,  and  his  liability  under  the  same  circumstances 
in  an  action  of  trover — holding,  that  the  former  action  was 
not  maintainable,  but  that  the  latter  was.  And  it  seems  a 
sensible  and  rational  distinction,  that  the  sheriff  having 
acted  innocently  in  the  taking,  should  not  be  liable  in  that 
form  of  action  in  which  the  jury  may  give  damages  for  the 
taking  dbtinct  from  the  value  of  the  goods — but  that  he 
should,  nevertheless,  be  subject  to  that  action,  in  which 
the  proper  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  loss  which 
the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by  the  sale;  and  the  case  of 
Bailey  v.  Btinning,  when  rightly  understood,  afibrds  no 
authonty  in  favour  of  the  sheriff,  where  he  has  sold  the 
goods.  Upon  looking  at  the  record  in  that  case,  it  appears 
that  it  was  an  action  against  Mawley,  the  judgment-cre- 
ditor,  and  Bunning,  the  bailiff  of  a  hundred  within  the 
county  of  Northampton.  The  baiUff  seized  the  goods 
after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but  be  never  sold 
the  goods  at  all,  for  the  jury  expressly  find,  "  that  the 
money,  goods,  and  chattels,  still  remain  in  the  hands 
of   Bunaing,  neither  sold   nor   delivered    to  Mawley." 
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And  upon  this  finding  the  jury  declare  their  doubt  to  he  '^^A.  Chamber, 
-whether  the  goods  were  well  taken  or  not  by  pretext  of  the 
writ  of ^.  fa*?  Certainly,  a  very  inartificial  finding;  and 
the  Courts  after  argument  and  time  to  consider,  held  that 
the  original  taking  was  lawful.  The  reporters  do  indeed 
put  the  decision  upon  the  ground  of  the  official  character 
of  the  sheriff,  because  the  taking  by  him  was  lawful  by  vir- 
tue of  the  writ.  But  if  the  bailiff  in  that  case,  as  in  the 
present,  had  not  only  seized  the  goods,  but  had  sold  them, 
or  delivered  them  over  to  the  judgment-<;reditor,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Sunning  to  shew  that  he 
would  not  have  been  held  guilty  of  a  wrongful  conversion. 
I  look  upon  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Bunningy  therefore,  to  be 
a  single  case,  standing  upon  very  peculiar  circumstances, 
and  decided  upon  very  narrow  grounds;  and  that,  in  effect^ 
it  says  no  more  than  that,  if  the  sheriff  makes  a  seizure  in 
obedience  to  a  writ,  which  seizure  is  lawful  at  the  time,  then 
if  he  neither  sells  the  goods,  nor  delivers  them  over  to  the 
judgment-creditor,  but  keeps  them  in  his  own  hands  as  a 
stakeholder  between  the  assignees  and  the  judgment- 
creditor,  the  original  act  of  taking  shall  not  be  held  un- 
lawful so  as  to  sustain  an  action  of  trover.  To  that 
extent  it  shews  the  bailiff  was  favoured  in  his  official 
character,  but  no  further.  But  why,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  that  special  verdict,  a  subsequent  demand 
by  the  assignee,  and  a  refusal  to  deliver  up  the  goods  to 
him,  should  not  have  been  held  a  conversion,  if  the  special 
verdict  had  been  properly  framed,  I  confess  myself  wholly 
unable  to  discover.  But  although  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Man^eldy  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Chittyy  propounds  a 
distinction  between  the  responsibility  of  the  sheriff,  in  the 
form  of  trespass  and  the  form  of  trover,  not  called  for  by 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  no  one  can  deny  that  such 
distinction  has  been  adopted  in  numerous  decisions  in  the 
Courts  of  Westminsier-haU  from  that  time  to  the  present. 
It  has  been  inserted  in  text  writers  on  the  law  of  bank- 
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^'^i^"*^^'  ^P^^y  ^^  ^  distinction  established  by  undoubted  autho- 

rity.  It  is  laid  down  in  digests  of  the  law  as  an  acknow- 
ledged principle.  It  has  been  acted  upon  by  the  practisers 
in  Westminsier^haU  of  the  present  day,  during  the  whole 
of  their  lives,  without  the  slightest  suspicion  or  doubt  of 
its  soundness.  Judicial  decisions,  in  Courts  of  justice,  are 
ranked  by  Lord  Hale  as  one  of  the  grounds  or  con- 
stituents of  the  common  law  (a);  and  if  a  series  of  judicial 
decisions  are  shewn,  some  in  each  Court  of  Westminster" 
Aallf  from  the  time  of  Cooper  v.  Chitty  down  to  the  pre- 
sent period,  in  which  the  sheriff  has  been  held  liable  in 
trover  for  seizing  and  selling  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
but  before  a  commission;  if  neither  the  case  of  Cooper  v. 
Chitty,  nor  the  cases  which  preceded  it  do,  when  rightly 
understood,  contravene  that  principle,  surely  the  question 
should  be  considered  as  at  rest,  even  if  the  principle  on 
which  it  was  originally  established  were  involved  in  doubt. 
I  cannot  conclude  without  adding  a  much  greater  weight 
to  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed  than  that  which  other- 
wise might  belong  to  it,  by  stating,  that,  upon  the  discus- 
sion of  this  case  amongst  the  Judges,  after  the  argument, 
the  late  eminently  learned  and  accurate  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  King*s  Bench  declared  it  to  be  his  opinion, 
that  from  the  numerous  decisions  in  the  Courts  of  West* 
minster'hall  the  law  was  settled  against  the  sheriff,  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  a  subject  for  argument;  and  that 
even  if  the  question  were  res  integra,  he  should  come  to 
the  same  conclusion.  For  the  reasons,  therefore,  which  I 
have  stated  above,  1  think  the  present  judgment  should  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Hale's  Hist.  Co.  L.c.4. 
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Ejeeh.  of  Pltmt, 
1833. 

Rogers  r.  Jones.  ^      ^     ^ 

JL  HE  affidavit  of  justification  of  bail  in  this  case^  which  An  affidivit  of 

1     .1  1     I         %      \     •■»  t  J     i»»f  jwtiflctrion  of 

was  country  bail,  stated,  that  the  bail  were  ''  possessed  ot     bail  mast  ttite 
property  of  the  amount  required.  SlUU  A^ui! 

rit6  property. 

Channett  objected  to  the  bail,  because  the  affidavit  did 
not  state  that  the  bail  were  **  worth"  the  necessary  amount 
as  required  by  the  rule  H.  T.  2  W.  4^  s.  19;  and  observed^ 
that  they  might  be  temporarily  possessed  of  the  requisite 
sum,  but  still  have  no  property. 

«/.  Jervis^  eanirdf  contended,  that  the  affidavit  was  in 
compliance  with  the  rule  of  T.  T.  1  fV,  4,  and  was  pre- 
cisely  in  accordance  with  the  form  there  given;  and  that 
these  rules  had  been  drawn  on  the  supposition  that  the 
terms  were  synonymous;  and  therefore  the  party  was  jus- 
tified in  using  either  expression. 

The  Court,  however,  held  that  the  affidavit  ought  to 
have  stated  that  the  bail  were  **  worth"  the  necessary 
amount,  according  to  the  rule H.T,2W.4f'j  observing,  at 
the  same  time,  that  taking  the  two  rules  together,  it  might 
be  contended,  that,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  framer  of 
the  rules,  the  terms  were  synonymous. 

Time  granted — The  costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


cases  in  thb  exchequer, 
Hirst  ».  Pitt. 

It  i.  »ot »««.-  Declaration  on  a  summons  under  the  2  ma.  *, 

^9, totiite in  ^•^- — Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  there 

"i**^'"?''™  '"  ^"8  no  altesation  in  the  commencement  of  the  declaration, 
the  fuAcfur,  °  ' 

tiut  the  plain-     that  the  plaintiff  was  a  debtor  to  the  kinc;  and  that  the 
tlffiiidcblDtta  .  ,  .        .  ,  ,     .  „    ■ 

the  king,  or  ihit  ?■">  ""If  Clause  was  omitted  at  the  conclusion  of  the 

^"''Jhe"'''     declaration. 

king'i  debU. 

Mangel,  in  support  'of  the  demurer,  referred  to  Nick- 
Hag  V.  Dickena  (a),  in  which  the  Court  held  the  want  of 
the  quo  minus  clause  fatal;  and  he  said,  that  the  late 
rule  (&)  only  gives  a  new  form  for  the  commencement  of  a 
declaration,  but  leaves  the  form  of  the  conclusion  as  it 
was  before. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B, — 1  do  not  entertain  the  slight- 
est doubt  on  the  question.  The  declaration  is  on  the  new 
form  of  writ  given  by  the  recent  statute.  The  jurisdiction 
before  that  statute  was  shewn  by  stating,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  debtor  to  the  king,  and  less  able  to  satisfy  the 
king's  debts.  That  is  now  altered  by  statute,  and  ajuris- 
diction  is  given  by  writ  of  summons,  so  that  it  is  no  longer 
necessary  to  shew  any  jurisdiction  by  a  statement  of  the 
plainliff"s  being  a  debtor  to  the  king,  or  by  the  clause  of 
quo  minus.  The  jurisdiction  by  quo  minus  is  ended,  and 
that  writ  no  longer  exists.  How  can  it  be  necessary  to 
make  the  statement  in  the  declaration,  when  the  reason  of 
making  such  statement  no  longer  exists? 

Bayley,  B. — Niciting  t.  Dickens  was  decided  before 
the  S  Will.  4,  c.  S9.  As  soon  as  the  statement  ceased  to 
be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  Court  jurisdic- 
tion, the  necessity  of  making  such  a  statement  at  all  ceased 
also. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(«)  Exch.  T.  T.  1832.  (i)  Mich.  Term,  3  WU.  4,  ruk  16. 
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Mahoney  0.  Frasi. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  plaintiff's  dwell- 
ing-house,  and  turning  him  out  of  possession. — At  the 
trial  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  1000/. 
damages,  that  sum  being  the  value  of  the  leasehold  interest 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  house. 

HiUf  in  Michaelmtu  Term  last,  had  obtained  a  rule  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages,  amongst 
several  other  grounds. 


Exek,  of  Pieas, 
1833. 


A  jury  having 
assessed  dama- 
ges upon  an 
erroneous  prin- 
dple,  the  Court, 
in  granting  a 
new  trial,  re- 
fused to  limit 
the  inquiry  to 
the  question  of 
damages. 


Hutchinson  now  shewed  cause;  and,  upon  the  Court 
intimating  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
excessive  damages,  he  prayed  that  the  inquiry  upon  the 
new  trial  might  be  confined  to  that  point,  or  at  least  that 
the  defendant  might  not  be  allowed  to  question  the  points 
on  which  the  Court  thought  the  decision  had  been  clearly 
right. 

Sed  per  Bayley,  B. — If,  in  respect  of  circumstances 
which  have  occurred  at  the  trial,  it  be  a  matter  of  right  in 
any  party  to  have  a  new  trial,  the  Courts  cannot  confine 
or  limit  the  inquiry;  where  it  is  only  a  matter  of  indul- 
gence they  may  (a). 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  generally,  on 
payment  of  costs. 


(a)  See  the  observations  of 
Gibbt,  C.J.  in  Hutchiman  y. Piper, 
4  Taanton,  555;  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
Bemascani  y.  Farebrother^  3  B.  & 
Ad.  373.  The  objection  in  the 
present  case  would  not  have  been 
a  gronnd  for  a  bill  of  exceptions, 


there  having  been  nothing  ex- 
ceptionable in  the  direction  of 
the  learned  Karon  who  tried  the 
cause,  llie  present  case,  there- 
fore, seems  to  carry  the  rule  on 
this  subject  a  step  farther  than 
the  case  of  BernoMConi  y.  Fare- 
brother. 
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^^^0^9'*'"^'  rity  in  making  a  distress  became  a  trespasser  ab  initio. 
">— ^,.'— -^  So  here,  reasoning  from  that,  the  defendant  would  have 
Pboudlotb     been  a  trespasser.      Then  came  the  II   Geo.  2,  c.  19, 

tfm 

TwEMLov.  s.  19,  which  says,  that  the  party  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
trespasser  ab  initio,  but  the  party  aggrieved  shall  recover 
full  satisfaction  for  the  damage  he  has  sustained,  by  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case.]  That  section  is  confined  to  goods. 
They  were  always  liable  to  a  distress  at  common  law,  but 
growing  crops  only  became  liable  to  a  distress  under  the 
statute ;  and  therefore  the  party  must  pursue  the  statute, 
or  he  becomes  a  trespasser,  as  before.  The  landlord  here, 
in  making  this  distress,  has  not  pursued  the  words  of  the 
statute.  The  preamble  of  the  19th  section  of  the  11  Geo.  2^ 
c.  19,  does  not  apply  to  growing  crops.  Owenv.Legh 
has  decided  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  where  stand- 
ing com  was  sold,  as  the  statute  does  not  authorize  it. 
The  mere  coming  in  and  seizing  would  make  the  landlord 
a  trespasser  ab  initio.  When  a  remedy  is  given  by  sta- 
tute, which  the  party  had  not  by  the  common  law,  he  must 
pursue  the  statute ;  and  if  he  does  not  literally  pursue  the 
statute  he  makes  himself  a*^ trespasser  ab  initio,  and  is  just 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  statute  had  never  passed. 
The  8th  section  makes  growing  crops  dis trainable;  and 
the  recital  in  the  19th  section  shews  that  it  was  merely  in- 
tended to  remedy  the  misconstruction  which  had  been  put 
on  the  statute  of  JV.  %  M.  By  the  statute  2  1V.%M.  c.  5, 
s.  3,  the  landlord  had  only  a  right  "  to  seize  and  secure 
any  sheaves  or  cocks  of  corn,  or  corn  loose  or  in  the 
straw;"  and  that  statute  did  not  extend  to  growing  crops. 
[Bayley,  B. — The  8th  section  of. the  11  Geo.  2,  says, 
your .  corn,  hay,  and  grass  growing,  &c.,  shall  be  your 
goods;  and  it  superadds  the  old  requisites  of  a  distress.] 
It  is  submitted  that  the  recital  in  the  19th  section  of  the 
1 1  Geo.  2,  shews  that  that  section  was  only  intended  to 
apply  to  cases  where  the  party  has  seized  goods  as  a  dis- 
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tress;  and  that,  in  such  a  case  only,  the  party  guilty  of  fi«e».  gTPfaw, 
an  irregularity  should  not  be  deemed   a   trespasser  ab  -* 

initio.  Proudlovb, 

V. 


TWEMLOW. 


Jones,  Serjt.,  and  Cotiingham,  conird,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Lord  Lymdhurst,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case 
is  within  the  atatute:  the  distress  was  originally  lawful^ 
but  the  sale  was  unlawful  and  irregular.  By  the  express 
terms  of  the  act,  the  party  injured  by  an  unlawful  act 
committed  after  a  lawful  distress,  is  only  to  recover  to  the 
amount  of  the  damage  he  has  actually  sustained.  The 
wheat  sold  for  more  than  its  full  value;  and,  as  more  than 
the  amount  was  due  for  rent,  the  damages  ought  to  be 
merely  nominal. 

Baylet,  B* — I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  doubt  on  the 
construction  of  the  19th  section  of  this  statute^  that  it 
must  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  every  thing  that 
was  distrainable  under  that  statute.  As  to  the  rule  of 
damages,  it  has  been  said  already  what  the  proper  rule  is, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  a  claim  for  damages  according  to  this 
rule.  Here  the  distress  was  at  first  regular;  afterwards  an 
unlawful  act  was  done  i-^then  what  damages  is  the  plaintiff 
entitled  to?  Why,  the  difference  between  the  amount  for 
which  the  crops  would  have  been  sold  if  the  sale  had  been 
regular,  and  what  they  actually  sold  for.  In  this  case  there 
was  no  difference,  as  it  was  proved  that  the  crops  were  sold 
for  more  than  they  were  worth.  I  am  of  opinion  >  there- 
fore, that  the  damages  ought  to  be  reduced  to  the  sum 
of  1«. 

The  other  Barons  concurred,  and  the  rule  was  made — 

Absolute. 
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Barber  0.  Rollinson. 
Defendant  gave    X  RESPASS^  assault,  and  false  imprisonment     Plea— 

infonnation  be-     .  ■  «  • 

fore  a  magU-      t"®  general  issue. 

^idiichX  plain-      ^^  *^®  *^'*'  ^^^^'^'^^  ^^^^  Lyndhursi,  C.  B.,  at  the  last 
Uff  was  taken     Middlesex  Sittings,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts 

up  on  a  war-  _   - 

rant,  and  Of  the  CaSC. 

a[rmi^8t«te.        The  plaintiff  had  been  taken  up  by  a  police  officer,  un- 
After  the  charge  j^^  ^  warrant  issued  bv  a  justicc  of  the  peace,  on  the  in- 

was  dismissed  ^  ^       ^  v  ' 

for  the  time,  formation  of  the  defendant,  for  felony.     Upon  hearing  the 

UberlteVo^nl'"  charge  the  magistrate  dismissed  the  plaintiff,  upon  his 

^ear^iu  ^fut'^r  P'^"*'^®  *^  appear  in  a  week;  and,  as  he  was  leaving  the 

day,  the  de-  Court,  the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  another  charge, 

that  he  had  an-  of  forgery,  against  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  was  then 

forge'ry'^aSnst  «g*''*  placed  at  the  bar,  and  the  magistrate,  after  making 

the  plaintiff;  up-  gome  inquiries  into  the  charge,  liberated  the  plaintiff,  on 

plaintiff;  who  his  promise  to  appear  in  a  week.     The  learned  Judge  be- 

was  again"put  to  ^"g  of  opinion,. that,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  the  warrant 

thebar:—^*^,  was  a  Sufficient  answer;  and  that,  if  the  charge  was  mali- 

that  trespass  ^  '  '  ^   ® 

was  not  main-     cious,  the  action  should  havc  been  brought  in  case — John 

Williams,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  causing  the 
plaintiff*  to  be  brought  back  on  the  second  charge  was  a 
distinct  act  of  trespass,  not  protected  by  the  warrant. 
The  learned  Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  and — 

John  Williams  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit. 
The  charge  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  brought  up 
on  the  warrant  was  over  for  the  time;  and,  by  the  direc- 
tions of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  stopped  as  he  was 
leaving  the  office,  and  again  placed  at  the  bar.  If  this 
had  been  done  by  the  interference  of  the  magistrate,  it 
might  not  have  rendered  the  defendant  liable  in  this  form 
of  action ;  but  the  magistrate  did  not  at  all  interfere ;  and, 
as  in  trespass,  all  are  principals,  the  act  of  the  party,  who- 
ever he  was,  who  obstructed  the  plaintiff  from  going  out. 
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at  the  suggestion  of  the  defendant,  was,  in  point  of  law,    Exch,  of  Pieas, 

1QOQ 

the  act   of  the  defendant.     The  magistrate's  presence     ^      ~*^*  ^ 
could  not  alter  the  case,  for  he  did  not  interfere  until  the       barker 
plaintiff  was  brought  back.     [Lord  Lyndhurstj  C.  B. — All     rolunson. 
that  the  defendant  did,  was  saying  to  the  magistrate,  I  have 
also  a  charge  of  forgery  against  him.     Bayley^  B. — It  is 
whilst  he  is  before  the  magistrate,  and  is  nothing  but  mak- 
ing a  fresh  charge  to  the  magistrate.]     A  third  party  must 
plead  such  defence  specially,  as  in  aid  of  the  magistrate 
or  party  acting  under  the  warrant.     [Bayley^  B. — Not  if 
it  be  not  an  act  of  trespass.     The  taking  is  not  the  act  of 
the  defendant.     He  only  puts  the  law  in  motion;  and  if 
he  does  so  improperly,  he  is  liable  in  an  action  on  the  case, 
though  not  in  this  form  of  action.] 


Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — I  am  still  of  opinion  that  no 
trespass  was  proved  in  this  case. 

Bayley,  B. — Here  the  defendant  was  not  present  at 
the  original  arrest;  he  only  gave  information,  on  which 
the  magistrate  acted.  Then,  by  order  of  the  magistrate, 
the  defendant  was  seized ;  that  was  not  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendant, though,  if  he  had  been  present,  he  would  have 
been  protected,  as  acting  in  aid  of  those  who  were  acting 
under  the  magistrate's  warrant.  Whilst  the  party  is  be- 
fore the  magistrate  under  the  warrant,  the  defendant  says 
that  he  has  another  charge  against  him.  That  was  a  part 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  magistrate,  and  was  no  tres- 
pass in  the  defendant,  who  merely  made  an  additional 
charge. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was  refused. 

Rule  refused. 


'  z2 
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MgcK  ofPUat, 

isas. 

^     V     '^  Hume  and  Others  ••  Livbrsidge  and  Others. 

A  plea,  to  a  de-  JLlEBT  OD  a  bail  bond.  The  declaration  averred,  that 
bui  bond,  that  ^'^^  WTits  before  the  delivery  to  the  plaintifis*  was  duly 
d^TUrfdeb?"  waited  and  indorsed  for  bail  for  4Sl.  4#.  id.,  according  to 
was  filed,  is  bad.  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

Plea — actio,  non;  because  they  say  that  no  proper  affidavit 
of  the  alleged  cause  of  action  of  the  said  plaintiffs  against 
the  said  G.  Liversidge,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  4SL  4fS.  4fd,, 
was  made  and  filed  of  record  in  the  said  Court  before  the 
issuing  of  the  said  supposed  writ  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided;  and  this  &c.,  wherefore  &c. 
Special  demurrer  and  joinder. 

AddUon,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court,  who  called  upon — 

Erie  to  support  the  plea. — It  is  no  more  argumentative 
to  say  that  no  proper  affidavit  was  filed,  than  to  say  non 
debiio  modo  electus  in  a  return  to  a  mandamus.  {JBay- 
ley,  B. — I  believe  the  rule  is,  that,  if  the  writ  or  pleadings 
allege  that  he  was  properly  elected,  you  may  take  your  is* 
sue  as  large,  traversing  the  debiio  modo  electns;  but  that 
you  cannot  say  non  debiio  modo  electus,  unless  in  answer 
to  such  an  averment  (a).]  The  use  of  the  word  proper  is 
not  assigned  as  cause  of  special  demurrer.  In  Rogers  v. 
Jones  (b),  and  Hughes  v.  Jones  (c),  it  was  held,  that  an  im- 
proper affidavit  made  the  arrest  void,  and  that  no  action 
for  escape  lay  in  such  case.  [Bayley,  B. — ^In  those  cases 
there  was  no  authority  to  administer  affidavits  in  the  sup- 
posed officers ;  the  affidavits  were  therefore  void,  and  the 
case  was  as  if  there  had  been  no  affidavits.] 

(a)  Vide  Rex  v.  Lyme  Regis,         (b)  7  B.  &  C.  86. 
Doug.  79.  (c)  1 B.  &  Ad.  388. 
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Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B«— The  affldaviti  eontfstently  ^^^/f^* 
with  this  plea,  might  either  be  defective  in  substance,  or  " 

there  might  only  be  such  a  defect  in  it  as  would  enable  the        Hims 
party,  at  an  early  period  after  the  arrest,  to  apply  to  the    lzvbuusob. 
Court  for  reliefj  in  the  exercise  of  their  disoretioiL 

Bayley,  B. — No  proper  issue  can  be  taken  on  this 
plea;  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  say  that  there  was  a  proper 
a£Sdavit,  the  jury  would  have  to  judge  of  the  propriety. 
Suppose  that  there  were  some  defect  in  the  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail,  which  might  entitle  you  to  apply  to  the 
Court:  can  you,  after  neglecting  to  do  so:,  set  up  such  de* 
feet  in  a  plea  to  the  declaration  on  the  bail  bond!  The 
affidavit  may  be  improper,  for  omitting  to  state  that  the 
money  was  lent  at  the  defendant's  request.  A  mistake  of 
that  nature  would  render  the  affidavit  improper  within  the 
words  of  this  plea* 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Boulter  i?.  Arwott. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     Plea—  Goods  told  for 
the  general  issue.    At  the  trial  before  Vaughan^  B.,  at  the  were  packe/up 
last  London  Sittings,  the  pLuntiff  was  nonsuited  for  not  ten*deVfofh?m 
proving  a  sufficient  delivery,  the  declaration  containing  no  ^^^  ^"  hispre- 
count  for  goods   bargained  and  sold.     The  action  was  mainedonthe 
brought  to  recover  the  price  of  a  quantity  of  cigars,  which  vendor?-^i^<^, 
had  been  bought  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff.  No  ^^^l^^^^^^ 
credit  was  to  be  given.     The  cigars  were  originally  to  have  would  not  lie. 
been  left  for  the  defendant  at  the  One  Tun,  in  Jermjfn 
Street,  but,  subsequently  to  the  sale,  the  defendant  had  de- 
sired that  the  plaintiff  diould  keep  then  until  he  called 
for  them.     The  defendant  had  found,  and  sent  to  the  plain- 
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Exch.rfPkai,  tiff's,  boxes  in  which  the  cigars  had  been  packed  by  the 
^    plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  and  in  his  presence. 

Boulter 

Arkott.  BampaSf  Serjt.,  now  moved,  by  leave  of  the  learned 

Judge,  to  set  ^ide  the  nonsuit,  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
price  of  the  cigars.     The  filling  the  boxes  of  the  defendant 
with  the  cigars  was  a  suflScient  delivery.     In  Hodgson  v. 
Le  Bret  (a),  where  a  purchaser  wrote  her  name  on  a  piece 
of  linen,  it  was  held  sufficient.     [Bayley^  B. — Not  as  a 
delivery,  but  as  an  acceptance,  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.]   So,  in  Anderson  v«  Scot  (6),  the  mark- 
ing the  plaintiff's  initials  by  the  plaintiff,  in  the  defendant's 
presence,  on  the  casks,  was  held  suflicient.     [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  C.  B. — The  vendee  there  exercised  a  dominion  over 
the  articles,  which  the  Court  thought  a  suflScient  acceptance 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     Bayley,  B. — In  Goodallv. 
SkeUon  (c),  A.  agreed  to  sell  goods  to  jB.,  who  paid  earn* 
est,  and  the  goods  were  packed  in  cloths  furnished  by 
J3.,  and  deposited  in  a  building  belonging  to  A.^  until  B. 
should  send  for  them;  but  A.  declared  that  they  should 
not  be  carried  away  until  they  were  paid  for;   and  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  that  there 
was  no  delivery.     Vaughan,  B. — In  this  case  they  were  to 
be  kept  by'the  plaintiff  until  the  defendant  called  and  paid 
for  them,  and  took  them  away.     Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — 
If  this  were  a  ready-money  transaction,  the  packing  clearly 
could  not  be  intended  as  a  delivery;  there  was  no  inten- 
tion]  of  delivering  them  until  they  were  paid  for.]     The 
boxes  could  not  be  opened  by  the  plaintiff  without  the 
assent  of  the  defendant.    They  were  the  warehouse  of 
the  defendant  for  this  purpose.     Afler  the  boxes  were 
packed  the  delivery  was  as  complete  as  if  they  had  been 
locked  up  in  the  defendant's  warehouse. 

(a)  1  Camp.  233.  {b)  Note,  Ibid.  (c)  2  H.  B.  316. 
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Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  Exch.ofj^ieas, 
being  a  ready  money  transaction,  the  plaintiff  never  in- 
tended by  packing  these  boxes,  which  were  to  remain  in 
his  own  custody  on  his  own  premises,  to  give  up  the  cigars       Arnott. 
without  receiving  payment  for  them. 

Bayley,  B. — From  first  to  last  these  goods  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  an  entirely  different 
question,  whether  doing  an  act  like  marking  or  packing 
for  the  vendee  in  his  presence  may  not  operate  as  an  ac- 
ceptance by  him  under  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  there  was  a  delivery  to  the  vendee. 
I  do  not  agree  that  the  boxes  are  to  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing been  the  warehouse  of  the  defendant;  but  I  think  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  consider  the  goods  as  in  his 
own  possession.  Goodall  v.  Skelion  (a),  is  a  distinct  autho- 
rity against  the  plaintiff's  recovering  in  this  action. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was  re- 
fused. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  2H.Bl.dl6. 


Creighton's  Bail. 

XN  this  case  the  notice  of  bail  was  a  two  days'  notice  to  where  the  de- 
put  in  and  justify  at  the  same  time.  The  defendant  was  foneranotioT 
a  prisoner,  but  the  notice  did  not  state  that  he  was  so.        of  putting  in 

'^  and  justifyiDg 

bail  at  the  same 

J.  Jervu  opposed  the  bail  on  this  ground,  and  contend-  |h"t  the*defw-* 
ed,  that  it  was  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Court  for  it  to  **"*"  *  P"" 

soner. 

appear  in  the  notice  that  the  defendant  is  a  prisoner.  That 
the  reason  was,  that  the  rule  for  allowance  was  always 
drawn  up  as  well  for  the  allowance  as  the  discharge  of  the 

VOL.  I.  A  A 
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Etek.  0/ Pint,  prisoner,  which  it  would  not  be,  unless  it  appeared  that 

'     the  defendant  was  a  prisoner. 
Cbeiohton'e 

GuRNEY,  B.,  (after  referring  to  the  Master),  held  the 
objection  good ;  and  said,  that  the  common  form  of  the 
rule  for  allowance  was  in  the  way  suggested. 

Bail  rejected. 


giren  conditian- 


Lloyd  V.  Heathcote. 

JJEBT  on  bond, — The  condition  recited,  that  the  plain- 

tiffs  carried  on  the  business  of  bankers  in  copartnership; 

fromihebtiance  ^^*^'  ^°'  their  greater  convenience  in  the  said  bueiness,  had 

■ri>ingfnni       ^  bankins-house  at  Manchetter.  where  their  business  was 

paying  billij&c.,  =■  ' 

&t,  for  >  coun-  conducted  and  carried  on  under  the  firm  of  fViUiam  Jone', 

■Upuiation  km  Samuel  Jonet  Lloyd,  Edward  Lloyd  ^  Co.,  and  had  an- 
nmii'titn"itMt  °^^'  banking-house  in  London,  where  their  business  was 
ibe  whole  ■-  conducted  and  carried  on  under  the  firm  of  Jonet,  Lloyd 
to  be  uidmiteir  %  Co. ;  and,  that  the  defendants,  A/icAoff/ /ftfofAco/e  and 
■houtd  nut  ei-  Jol't^  Heathcotc,  had  requested  the  said  plaintiffs  to  draw 
oTfoooi.'—  ^'"*  °^  exchange  from  Manchester  on  their  said  house  in 
HiU,  thai  cba  London,  for  the  use  and  benefit,  or  on  the  account  of  the  said 
nquirci  ssf.  defendants,  Michael  Heathcote  and  John  Heathcote,  and  to 
*"°'^'  permit  them,  the  said  Michael  Heathcote  aad  John  Heath- 

cote, to  draw  on  the  said  house  in  London  of  them,  the 
said  plaintiffs,  alt  such  bills  of  exchange  as  they  the  said 
Michael  Heathcote  and  John  Heathcote  should  or  might  at 
any  time  or  times  thereafter  have  occasion  to  draw  or 
cause  to  be  drawn ;  and  also  to  furnish  and  supply  the  said 
Michael  Heathcote  and  John  Heathcote  with,  and  to  lend 
and  advance  to  them,  and  to  pay  on  their  account  from 
time  to  time,  all  such  cash,  bank  notes,  bank-post  bills, 
and  other  negotiable  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes  as  the  said  Michael  Heathcote  and  John  Heathcote 
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might  from  time  to  time  require;  and  also,  from  time  to  ^^\^f^^* 
time,  to  discount  for  the  use  and  benefit  or  on  the  account  ^^^.^^.J^/ 
of  the  said  Michael  Heaihcote  and  John  Heathcote,  bills  Lloyd 
of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  and  other  negotiable  secu-  heathcotb. 
rities ;  and  also,  to  permit  and  suffer  them,  the  said  Michael 
Heaihcote  and  John  Heathcote,  to  keep  a  cash  account 
with  them,  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  be  furnished  by  them  with 
cash  for  the  use,  convenience,  or  accommodation  of  the 
said  Michael  Heaihcote  and  John  Heaihcote,  And  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  or  in  part  securing  the  amount 
for  the  time  being  due  or  owing,  or  to  become  due  or 
owing,  from  or  by  the  said  Michael  Heaihcote  and  John 
Heaihcote  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  or  any  one  or  more  of 
them  solely,  or  to  them  or  any  one  or  more  jointly  with 
their  or  his  partners  or  partner  for  the  time  being,  for  or 
by  reason  or  means  of  bills  or  notes  drawn  or  to  be  drawn, 
or  to  be  made  or  become  payable  in  manner  aforesaid,  or 
for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  cash,  bank  notes,  bank-post 
bills,  or  other  bills  or  notes  furnished  or  supplied,  lent  or 
advanced,  or  paid,  or  to  be  furnished  or  supplied,  lent  or 
advanced,  or  paid  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  by  reason  or 
means  of  bills  or  notes  or  other  securities  discounted  or 
to  be  discounted  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  for  or  by  reason 
or  means  of  cash  advanced  or  to  be  advanced  on  the  said 
cash  account,  or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever,  or  for 
or  on  account  of  any  other  transactions,  dealings,  matters 
or  things  whatsoever;  they,  the  said  Michael  Heaihcote 
and  John  Heaihcote,  and  the  said  defendant,  William 
Heaihcote,  as  their  surety,  had  agreed  to  become  bound 
to  the  said  plaintiffs  in  and  by  the  said  obligation,  subject 
to  such  condition  or  proviso  thereinafter  written,  expressed 
and  declared,  (that  is  to  say),  that  if  the  said  Michael 
Heaihcote  sliA  John  Heaihcote,  or  either  of  them,  their  or 
either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  or  any 
of  them,  did  and  should  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times 
thereafter,  well  and  truly  pay  or  remit  to  the  said  plaintiffs, 

aa2 
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Eteh.  d/  Pltttt,  their  executors,  administratorB,  or  assigns,  cash  or  good 
-  bills  of  exchange,  or  other  good  and  sufficient  effects  to 
Llotd  their  liking  and  approbation,  sufficient  in  amount  and  value 
HsATucoTs.  to  pay  and  discharge,  and  in  order  to  pay  and  discharge, 
all  and  every  such  bill  and  bills  of  exchange,  promissory 
note  or  promissory  notes,  as  should  be  drawn  as  well  upon 
or  by  them,  the  said  plaintitfs,  as  any  one  or  more  of  them 
jointly,  or  as  partners  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  or 
by  any  one  or  more  or  all  of  the  partners  for  the  time  be- 
ing in  the  said  banking  concern  on  account  thereof,  by  or 
for  the  use  or  benefit,  or  on  the  account  of  the  said  Michael 
Heathcoie  and  John  Heaihcote,  or  either  of  them,  at  or 
before  the  time  or  several  times  when  the  same  bill  or  bills 
of  exchange,  promissory  note  or  promissory  notes  should 
respectively  become  due,  and  also  sufficient  to  pay  and 
discharge,  and  in  order  to  pay  and  discharge  all  and  every 
sum  or  sums  of  money  due  or  to  become  due  as  well  to 
them,  the  said  plaintiffs,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them  joint- 
ly with  such  partners  or  partner  for  the  time  being  as 
aforesaid,  for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  all  and  every  the 
said  bills  or  notes  so  drawn  or  to  be  drawn  as  aforesaid,  or 
for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  cash,  bank  notes,  post  bills, 
and  other  negotiable  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes 
so  furnished  or  supplied,  lent  or  advanced,  or  paid,  or  to  be 
furnished  or  supplied,  lent  or  advanced,  or  paid  as  afore- 
said, or  by  reason  or  means  of  such  bills  of  exchange,  pro- 
missory notes,  or  other  negotiable  securities  so  discounted 
or  to  be  discounted  as  aforesaid,  or  for  orby  reason  of  any 
monies  to  he  advanced  or  paid  to  or  on  the  account  of  the 
said  Michael  Heathcoie  and  John  Heaihcote,  or  either  of 
them,  on  the  said  cash  account  in  anywise,  or  on  any  other 
account  whatsoever,  together  with  discount,  postage  of 
letters,  interest,  and  commission  on  the  same  bills,  notes, 
securities,  and  monies,  or  for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  any 
dealings,  transactions,  matters,  or  things  whatsoever,  had 
or  to  be  had,  as  well  between  the  said  plaintiffs  or  any  one 
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or  more  of  them  solely,  as  between  them  or  any  one  or  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 

1833. 
more  of  them  jointly  with  such  partners  or  partner  for  the  -> 

time  being  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Michael  Heathcote  ^^ohi* 
and  John  Heathcote^  or  either  of  them,  in  anywise  how-  Heathcote. 
soever.  And,  if  the  said  Michael  Heathcote  and  John 
Heathcote^  and  each  of  them,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  and  every  of  them,  did  and 
should  from  time  to  time  when  thereunto  requested  by  the 
said  plaintiffs,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  or  the  execu- 
tors or  administrators  of  the  survivor  of  them,  join  with 
them  or  any  or  either  of  them  in  stating,  settling,  and  clos- 
ing a  final  account  and  settlement  touching  and  concern- 
ing all  and  every  such  bill  and  bills  of  exchange,  promis- 
sory note  and  promissory  notes,  cash,  bank  notes,  bank- 
post  bills,  and  other  negotiable  securities  as  aforesaid,  and 
of  and  concerning  every  such  furnishings,  supplyings,  ad- 
vances, loans,  payments,  discounting,  cash  transactions, 
and  all  other  transactions,  dealings,  matters,  and  things  as 
aforesaid;  and  also  did  and  should  well  and  truly  pay  unto 
them  the  said  plaintiffs,  their  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns^  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money 
whatsoever  as  should  upon  the  settling  of  such  accounts 
be  due  or  owing  as  well  to  them,  the  said  plaintiffs,  or  any 
one  or  more  of  them  solely,  or  to  their  or  any  of  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  as  to  them  or  any  one  or 
more  of  them  jointly  with  such  partners  or  partner  for  the 
time  being  as  aforesaid,  or  to  the  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns  of  them,  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  such  partner 
or  partners  as  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  when  and  as  the 
same  should  respectively  become  due,  for  the  purpose  of 
duly  paying  and  satisfying  the  same,  then  the  said  obUga- 
tion  9hould  be  void,  otherwise  to  be  or  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue.  And  it  was  by  the  said  consideration  provided 
always,  and  it  was  thereby  declared  to  be  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  that  the  whole 


340  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Eieh.  ^  Pieai,  amoatit  ofmoniet  to  be  tdtimately  recoverable  by  virtue  of 
■■     the  said  obligation  should  not  exceed  the  turn  qf  lOOOl. 
LI.OTD  The  derendant  pleaded  (inter  aUa)  non  est  factum. 

heath'cotx.  At  the  trial,  before  BoUand,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  last  TVtntiy  Term,  it  was  objected  that  this  bond 
should  have  had  a  25f.  stamp.  The  learned  Baron  over- 
ruled the  objection,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Kellv  now  moved  accordinelv. — This  instrnDient  re- 
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limitation  to  be  provided  by  the  condition  of  the  bond."  B*eh.  of  Pfeas, 

1833. 
In  the  present  case  the  condition  adopts  the  very  words  of  ^ 

the  legislature,  that  the  sum  ultimately  recoverable  shall  Lloyd 
not  exceed  lOOO/.]  It  adopts  one  part  of  the  words  of  the  hrathcote. 
legislature  only  (a).  The  words  are, ''where  the  money 
secured,  or  to  be  ultimately  recoverable,  shall  be  limited 
not  to  exceed  a  certain  sum."  Where  both  those  occur, 
the  duty,  as  on  a  bond  for  such  limited  sum,  is  sufficient; 
but  here,  though  the  sum  ultimately  recoverable  was  limit- 
ed not  to  exceed  10002.,  yet  the  sum  secured  was  not  so 
limited;  but  the  bond  was  a  security  for  the  many  thou- 
sands that  from  time  to  time  should  become  due. 

Rule  nisi  granted. 

Coltman  and  W,  H.  Watson  now  shewed  cause. — The 
objection  is  founded  on  the  dictum  of  Wood,  B.,  in  Scott 
V.  Alsopp  (6).  In  that  case,  however,  there  was  no  limita- 
tion in  the  condition  of  the  bond  as  to  the  amount  to  be 
recovered;  and,  therefore,  it  was  argued,  that  the  penalty 
was  a  limitation  of  the  amount  to  be  recovered,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  words  of  the  act.  The  Court,  however, 
beld,  that  the  condition,  and  not  the  penalty,  is  to  be  looked 
at  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  there  is  any  limitation, 
or  otherwise  the  statute  could  never  apply  to  a  bond  with 
a  penalty.  In  the  present  case,  however,  the  condition 
adopts  the  very  words  of  the  Stamp  Act,  and  provides  that 
the  sum  ultimately  recoverable  shall  not  exceed  1000/. 
Mr.  Baron  Wood's  dictum  only  amounted  to  a  doubt,  and 
the  contrary  opinion  has  prevailed.  In  Williams  v«  Raw- 
Unson  (c),  it  was  held,  that  a  bond  conditioned  to  indem- 
nify and  save  harmless  the  obligees  for  such  sum  as  they, 
in  their  banking  business,  should  within  ten  years  advance 
or  pay,  or  be  liable  to  advance  or  pay,  for  or  on  account 
of  their  accepting,  discounting,  &c.,  any  bill  of  exchange, 

(fl)  56  Geo.  3,  c.  184.  {b)  2  Price,  20.  (c)  R.  «cM.  233. 
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Excfu  of  Pleas,  notes,  &c.,  which  A.  B.  should,  from  time  to  time,  draw  up- 
^.^.^^^J.^     on  or  make  payable  &c.,  at  their  house ;  and  also  other  sums 
LioYD        which  they,  within  the  period  aforesaid,  should  otherwise 
Heathcotb.    lay  out,  pay^  &c.,  on  the  credit  of  the  said  A.  A,  or  on  his 
account;  and  also  all  such  wages  and  allowances  for  ad- 
vancing, paying,  &c.,  such  bills  &c.,  advances^  payments, 
engagements,  and  accommodations^  not  exceeding  the  sum 
of  50001.  in  the  whole,  together  with  interest  on  such  ad- 
vances, did  not  require  a  25L  stamp.    The  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice  of  the  Common  Pleas  said  in  that  case,  at  Nisi  Prius, — 
^'  Upon  the  second  point  the  case  is  equally  clean  The  sum 
to  be  recovered  on  this  bond  is  limited  to  5000/.,  and  that 
brings  it  immediately  within  the  words  of  the  Stamp  Act." 

The  case  subsequently  was  brought  before  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  and  a  rule  was  moved  for,  amongst  other 
grounds,  on  the  very  point  now  attempted  to  be  raised  in 
this  case,  namely,  that  if  the  bond  ^  were  intended  to  se- 
cure successive  advances  of  5000/.  each  to  an  unlimited 
extent,  it  ought  to  have  had  a  251.  stamp."  The  Courts 
however,  said,  that  "  there  was  nothing  in  the  objection,** 
and  refused  to  grant  a  rule  on  that  point 

In  the  recent  case  of  Dickson  v.  Cass  (6),  though  there 
was  a  limitation  that  the  sum  should  not  exceed  1000/.,  yet 
that  limitation  did  not  extend  to  the  banker's  charges  for 
commission,  &c.,  and  upon  that  ground  the  Court  otKing^s 
Bench  heldy  that  the  5/.  stamp  was  not  suflScient.  In  that 
case,  however,  it  was  never  suggested  as  a  tenable  pointy 
that  the  bond,  being  for  a  floating  balance,  required  on 
that  ground  a  251.  stamp,  though  the  objection  arose  in 
that  case  as  well  as  in  the  present. 

KeUy,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  words  of  the  statute 
are  in  the  alternative.  On  the  construction  contended  for 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  word  or  must  be  read  and. 

(a)  3  Ring.  71.  ih)  1  B.  &  Ad.  343. 
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[Bayley,  B. — What  is  the  total  amount  of  the  money  se-  E*eh.  of  PUat^ 
cured?     Is  more  secured  than  is  ultimately  recoverable?]  ^ 

Yes.  The  balances  from  time  to  time  are  secured.  There  Lloto 
are  two  classes  of  cases ;  one,  where,  as  in  the  case  6{  Mason  hbathcots. 
▼.  Pritchard  (a),  the  surety  is  discharged  by  the  payment  of 
the  first  sum ;  and  the  other,  where  the  engagement  of  the 
surety  is  held  to  be  continuing.  The  legislature  may  have 
intended  to  make  a  difference  between  persons  having  a 
security,  which  will  be  discharged  after  payment  of  one 
sum,  and  persons  who  hold  a  security  for  a  floating  balance, 
which  will  cover  the  balances  arising  from  time  to  time,  and 
will  be  in  effect  a  security  for  many  times  the  sum  ex- 
pressed in  the  limitation.  [Bayley^  B. — On  the  principle 
upon  which  the  stamp  laws  are  construed,  the  legislature 
should  have  shewn  their  intention  in  plainer  language,  if  it 
was  intended  to  charge  the  subject  in  the  manner  con- 
tended for.] 

Bayley,  B. — This  seems  to  me  a  very  plain  case.  After 
the  enactment  as  to  definitive  sums  comes  this  provision, 
''  where  the  total  amount  of  the  money  secured,  or  to  be 
ultimately  recoverable  thereupon,  shall  be  uncertain  and 
without  any  limit,  25L  ;*'  and  then  comes  the  provision  where 
the  money  secured,  or  to  be  ultimately  recoverable  there- 
upon, shall  be  limited  not  to  exceed  a  given  sum,  the  same 
duty  as  on  a  bond  for  such  limited  sum. 

Now,  what  is  meant  by  the  money  secured,  or  to  be  ul- 
timately recoverable  thereupon?  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
words  are  synonymous;  and,  that  the  legislature  in  two 
modes  has  expressed  substantially  the  same  thing.  But, 
even  if  the  expression  were  equivalent,  we  cannot  hold  that 
the  charge  is  binding  on  the  subject,  unless  the  act  speaks 
plainly. 

Now,  here  the  bond  is  in  express  terms  calculated  to 

(a)  12  East,  227. 
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&rei.  of  Piea»t  meet  the  act  of  Parfiament:  for  it  says,  that  the  whole 
1833. 
^  *  ^     amount  of  monies  to  be  ultimately  recoverable  by  virtue  of 

LLOT0  the  said  obligation  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  1000^ 
Ueathcote.  'I'l^is  i>*  then,  a  bond  where  the  money  secured  and  ulti- 
mately recoTcrable  does  not  exceed  1000/.  The  words 
''  to  be  ultimately  recoverable/'  seem  to  me  calculated  to 
meet  the  case  of  a  floating  balance  secured  by  a  bond, 
which  can  be  recovered  once,  and  once  only. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  bond 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  drawn  with  peculiar  atten- 
tion. The  sum  is  limited  to  lOOOiL,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
hold  that  more  than  that  sum  has  been  secured  or  is  ulti- 
mately recoverable  thereupon.  I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  5L  is  the  proper  duty. 

Boll  AN  D^  B. — I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt.  The  first 
set  of  duties  is  on  fixed  sums.  The  act  then  proceeds 
to  provide,  that  when  the  amount  is  uncertain,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  floating  balance,  a  duty  o{25l.  shall  be  paid;  and 
then  enacts,  that  where  the  money  secured  or  ultimately 
to  be  recoverable  shall  be  limited  not  to  exceed  a  given 
sum,  the  same  duty  as  on  such  sum  shall  be  paid.  I  think 
the  expressions  used  are  synonymous;  but,  at  all  events, 
there  is  no  difierence  applicable  to  the  present  case,  as  the 
1000/.  is  the  sum  secured  and  ultimately  recoverable.  A 
limited  sum  was  reserved  by  the  condition,  and  on  that  sum 
the  duty  was  to  be  paid. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  dbcharged. 
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Ejtch.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

Donaldson  9.  Williams. 

XrESPASS. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  OMoftwopan* 
for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonmenty  and  compelling  the  nams^of^a^  house 
plaintiff  to  so  from  and  out  of  a  certain  dwelling-house  into  where  their  joint 

^  o  ^  o  buflineM  It  car- 

a  certain  public  street,  and  along  diYcrs  public  streets,  to  ned  on,  hai  a 
a  certain  public  police-office,  and  then  and  there  imprison-  rife  a  joint  ^' 
iDg  and  detainbg  him.  Z"^j:r^ 

The  second  count  was  for  a  common  assault.  ^oum,  though 

Pleas — First,  Not  guilty.  Secondly,  as  to  the  first  nerhai  regular- 
count,  that  the  plaintiff  before  the  said  time'  when  &c.,  ^cek^"notice^o 
in  the  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  a  week-  leave  the  wnrice. 
ly  hired  servant  of  the  defendant  and  one  Alexander 
Whyte,  and  employed  by  them  as  such  weekly  servant 
in  their  joint  trade  and  business  of  hatters,  which  was 
then  and  continually  afterwards,  and  at  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  carried  on  in  the  said  dwelling-house  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  the  same  being  the  dwelling-house 
of  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  Alexander  Whyte,  and 
wherein  the  said  plaintiff  lodged  and  resided  as  such  weekly 
servant  as  aforesaid.  And  because  the  said  plaintiff  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  be- 
tween that  day  and  the  said  5th  day  of  May,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  and  whilst  he  was  and  continued  such  servant  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid  had  refused  to  obey 
the  lawful  commands  of  the  said  defendant  in  the  trade  and 
business  aforesaid,  and  had  behaved  and  conducted  himself 
saucily  and  contumaciously  towards  the  said  defendant,  his 
said  master,  and  had  violently  abused,  insulted,  and  threat- 
ened him  the  said  defendant,  and  thereby  greatly  interrupt- 
ed and  hindered  the  said  defendant  in  conducting  and  car- 
rying on  the  said  trade  and  business  at  the  said  dwelling- 
house;  the  said  defendant  before  the  said  time  when  &c., 
to  wit,  on  the  28th  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  gave  the  said  plaintiff  notice  and  warning 
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Exek.  •f  pum,  to  leEYC  the  said  service  of  the  said  defendant  and  the  said 
1833. 
«-  Alexander  Whyie^  and  to  quit  the  said  dweUing-hoose  in 

l>oHAL09ox  the  said  first  count  mentioned ,  on  Saturday ^  the  5th  day  of 
Williams.  May^  in  the  year  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid. 
And  that  afterwards,  and  just  before  the  said  time  when 
&c.,  to  wit,  on  Saturday^  the  said  5th  day  of  May^  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  the  said  plaintiff  was  requested  by  the  said 
defendant  to  leave  the  service  of  the  said  defendant  and 
the  said  Alexander  Whytef  and  to  quit  the  said  dwelling- 
house  according  to  such  notice  and  warning  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid;  but  the  said  plaintiff  then 
and  there  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and  insbted  and  threat- 
ened the  said  defendant  that  he  would  remain  and  con- 
tinue therein;  wherefore  the  siud  defendant,  in  order  to 
turn  the  said  pliuntiff  out  of  the  said  dwelling-house  at  the 
said  time  when  &c.,  assaulted  the  said  plaintiff,  by  seizing 
and  laying  hold  of  him,  and  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a 
little  pulled  and  dragged  him  about;  but  the  said  plaintiff 
then  and  there  violently  resisted,  and  with  force  and  arms 
made  a  great  noise  and  disturbance  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  continued  therein  making  such  noise  and  dis- 
turbance, and  had  thereby  caused  a  great  number  of  per- 
sons to  enter  into  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which  &c., 
and  to  collect  and  assemble  about  the  door  thereof,  inso- 
much that  the  said  defendant  was  greatly  interrupted,  and 
wholly  hindered  and  prevented  from  peaceably  and  quietly 
exercising  and  carrying  on  his  said  trade  and  business 
therein,  whereupon  the  said  defendant,  in  order  to  pre- 
serve the  peace  and  restore  good  order  and  tranquillity  in 
the  said  dwelling-house  in  which  &c.,  at  the  time  when 
&c.,  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  caused  the  said 
plaintiff  to  be  seiased  and  laid  hold  of,  and  forced  and  com- 
pelled him  to  go  from  and  out  of  the  said  dwelling-house 
in  which  &c.,  into  a  certain  public  street,  and  to  go  in  and 
along  the  said  public  streets  to  the  said  police-oflSce  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  in  order  that  the  said  plaintiff 
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might  be  taken  before  some  justice  or  justices  of  our  said  Exck.  of  Pieas, 
lord  the  King,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the     ^      ^  '   ^ 
county  of  Middlesex,  to  answer  the  premises,  and  to  be     Donaldson 
dealt  with  according  to  law  for  his  said  offence  and  breach     Williaus. 
of  the  peace,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  using  no  un- 
necessary force  or  violence  upon  or  towards  the  said  plain- 
tiff on  that  occasion;  and  the  said  plaintiff  was,  on  the  oc- 
casion aforesaid^  necessarily  and  unavoidably  assaulted  and 
imprisoned,  and  kept  and  detained  in  prison  for  the  said 
space  of  time  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  men- 
tioned, as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  which 
are  the  same  supposed  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part 
of  this  plea  mentioned,  and  whereof  the  said  plaintiff  hath 
above  thereof  complained  against  him  the  said  defendant. 
And  this  &c. 

The  third  plea  was  nearly  similar  to  the  second^  justify- 
ing the  assault  mentioned  in  the  second  count. 

Replication  to  the  second  plea. — That  after  the  giving 
of  the  said  notice  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  before  and  at 
the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  said  5th  May,  1832^ 
the  said  Alexander  Whyte  commanded  and  auihoristed  the 
said  plaintiff  to  be,  remain^  and  continue  in  the  said  dwell- 
ing-house  in  which  &c.,  then  being  the  dwelling-house  of 
the  said  defendant  and  the  said  Alexander  Whyte,  and 
that  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  was  re- 
maining and  continuing  in  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which 
&c.,  then  being  the  dwelling-house  of  the  said  defendant 
and  the  said  Alexander  Whyte,  by  the  command  and  au- 
thority of  the  said  Alexander  Whyte,  as  he  lawfully  might, 
whereof  the  said  defendant  before  and  at  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  had  notice;  wherefore,  because  the  said  defen- 
dant did  then  and  there  assault  the  said  plaintiff^  as  in  the 
same  plea  mentioned,  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  did  then  a  lit- 
tle resist  the  said  defendant,  and  in  so  doing  did  then  and 
there  necessarily  make  a  little  noise  and  disturbance  in  the 
said  dwelling-house,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do. 


348  CASES  IN  THB  EXCHEQUER, 

Szek.  of  Pleas,      A  similar  replication  to  the  third  plea. 
s^.^^^.L^         Rejoinder — taking  issues  on  these  replications. 
DoNALDioM         At  the  trial,  at  the  Sittings  in  this  Term^  the  plaintiff 
Williams,     obtained  a  verdict,  with  40«.  damages. 

Holt  now  moved  for  judgment,  non  obstante  veredicto^ 
or,  that  a  repleader  might  be  awarded;  and  contended, 
that  the  issue  tendered  by  the  replication  was  an  imma- 
terial issue;  that  the  plaintiff  having  refused  to  obey  the 
lawful  commands  of  his  master,  the  defendant,  and  he  hav- 
ing given  him  due  notice  to  quit  his  service,  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  quitted  accordingly,  and  had  no  right  to 
refuse  to  leave  the  defendant's  dwelling-house,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  defendant  was  justified  in  committing  the  tres- 
passes complained  of;  and  it  was  no  answer  to  say,  that  the 
other  partner  had  authorized  him  to  remain,  as  one  partner 
had  no  authority  to  do  so  where  the  servant  had  refused  to 
obey  the  lawful  commands  of  the  other;  and,  therefore, 
that  the  issue  was  immaterial. 


Lord  Lynduurst,  C.  B. — As  the  partners  are  jointly  in- 
terested in  the  house,  has  not  either  of  them  a  right  to  re- 
tain a  servant  in  the  house?  Are  not  their  rights  coex- 
tensive ?  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  one  joint  tenant 
had  a  right  to  order  the  servant  to  remain ;  and,  if  he  re- 
mained under  the  authority  of  one  joint  tenant,  such  remain- 
ing was  lawful. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was — 

Refused. 


HILARY  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  349 

Exdu  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

Deacon  v.  Fuller.  ''     v      ^ 

J.N  Hilary  Term,  18^,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  abso-  When  the  plain- 
lute  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  ^^  ^uie  for  a  new 
and  for  a  new  trial,  but  no  proceedings  had  been  since  {^"^atotokethe 
taken,  except  that  on  the  10th  of  December  last  an  order,  cause  down  to 

trial    for    more 

by  consent,  had  been  obtained  to  change  the  defendant's  than  four  terms, 
attorney.     On  an  affidavit,  stating  these  facts,  *Jie  a^7n!^ 

tice  of  motion  to 
discharge    such 

Mansel  now  moved  to  discharge  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  rule. 
and  contended,  on  the  authority  of  Roe  d.  Hutching^  v.  an  order,  by  oon- 
Dunning  (o),  that  a  term's  notice  of  motion  was  not  neces-  ■?"*»  ?*  change 

o  \  n     ^  the  attorney,  » 

sary.  He  also  cited  Theobald  v.  Crickmore  (i),  and  Hockin  pot  a  proceed- 

V.  Reece  (c),  and  urged  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^  m  a»  to  make  it 

in  Ttpton  v.  Meeke  (d),  had  admitted  the  principle  that  ^Te  wcS^. 

such  a  motion  as  the  present  might  be  made.  [Baylet/f  B. — 

The  cas^  of  Ttpton  v.  Meeke  has  decided,  that  when  a  new 

trial  has  been  granted,  and  four  terms  have  since  elapsed 

and  no  proceedings  taken,  a  term's  notice  is  necessary.] 

He  then  contended  that  the  order,  by  consent,  to  change 

the  attorney  was  a  proceeding  in  the  cause,  so  as  to  make 

it  unnecessary  to  give  a  term's  notice. 

BatleYj  B. — I  think  not.  I  think,  upon  principle,  the 
motion  ought  not  to  be  granted,  the  party  having  another 
mode  by  which  he  can  proceed.  The  Court  has  granted 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial.  Either  party  may  take  down  the 
record. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  Baraes,  308.  (c)  2  Yo.  &  J.  275. 

(6)  2  B.  &  A.  694 ;  1  Chit.  Rep.         {d)  8  B.  Moore>  579. 
317. 
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EjdL  tfPUat, 
1833. 

^      V     -^  Cook  r.  Allen. 

intUtCowtibe  «/•  JERFIS  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
imuto  file  jodgment  and  execution  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregu- 
*f*'??J^^  larity.  The  quo  minus  was  served  on  the  1st  ofJmme,  re- 
Me.  ftiL  tumable  on  the  £nd  of  June.     Some  negotiations  for  a 

»  Doc  entitled  Compromise  had  been  pending^  and  the  plaintiflT  did  not 
maMThc''"'"  ^''^  *°y  proceedings  until  the  second  day  of  Miekaelmas 

Term«  when  he  filed  common  bail  according  to  the  statute. 
The  declaration  was  filed^  and  notice  thereof  senred^  on 
the  SOtb  of  NavembeTf  and  a  rule  to  plead  in  eight  days 
was  given  on  the  22nd  of  November*  On  the  1st  of  De- 
cember,  interlocutory  judgment  was  signed.  Notice  of 
taxation  was  duly  given — final  judgment  was  signed — and 
a  writ  of  execution  issued  on  the  13th  of  December.  On 
the  17th  of  December,  a  summons  was  taken  out  to  set 
aside  proceedings;  but  Mr.  Baron  BoUamd  considered  it  a 
proper  case  for  the  Court,  and  refused  to  make  an  order. 
The  rule  was  obtained  on  two  grounds.  First,  that  com- 
mon bail  was  not  filed  in  due  time.  Secondly^  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  an  imparlance  to  Hilary  Term; 
andf  therefore,  the  judgment  was  irregular. 

W.  H.  Watsom  shewed  cause. — As  to  the  first  point,  he 
contended — First,  that  the  application  was  too  late:  the 
motion  should  have  been  made  either  to  the  Court,  or  to  a 
Judge  at  Chambers,  before  judgment  was  signed.  The 
defendant  was  bound  to  move  promptly  after  the  plaintiflT 
had  declared,  as  that  was  a  step  taken  after  the  irregularity. 
[The  Court  intimated,  that  the  application  was  too  late,  un« 
less  the  defendant  could  assign  some  reason  for  the  delay.] 
Secondly,  the  stat.  12  Geo.  1,  c.S9,  which  allows  the  plain- 
tiff to  file  common  bail  for  a  defendant,  contains  no  restric- 
tion as  to  the  time  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  file  common 
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bail.     The  case  of  Bugden  v.  Burr  (a),  is  merely  the  prac-  EscJl  ^  puom, 

tice  of  the  King's  Bench;  but,  the  practice  in  this  Court     ^     ^'  ^ 

always  has  been,  that  the  plaintiff  may  file  common  bail  for         Cook 

the  defendant  at  any  time  before  the  cause  is  out  of  Court,        Allen. 

9t«.  yrithin  four  terms.     What  is  laid  down  as  the  practice 

in  Price^s  Exchequer  Practice^  is  founded  on  the  rules  of 

the  King*s  Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  but  is  not  correct. 

As  to  the  second  point,  he  contended,  that  the  defendant 

never  was  entitled  to  an  imparlance  unless  he  appeared ; 

and  he  cited  Winter  v.  Barnes  (6).     [Bayley,  B.— He  can* 

not  imparl,  for  the  plaintiff  has  not  made  default]    ^ 

J.  Jervis  abandoned  the  second  point,  and  contended, 
that  the  case  of  Bugden  v.  Burr  was  conclusive  on  the  first   * 
point,  as  it  was  most  important  to  assimilate  the  practice 
of  all  the  Courts,  and  as  there  was  no  express  decision  on 
the  point  in  this  Court 

« 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.  (after  consulting  the  Master). — 
The  Master  reports  to  us,  that  the  practice  of  this  Court 
is,  that  a  plaintiff  may  file  common  bail  for  the  defendant 
within  four  terms.  Whether  it  may  be  advisable  or  not 
to  introduce  into  this  Court  the  practice  of  the  King's 
Bench  in  this  respect,  is  a  matter  for  consideration;  but, 
the  practice  here  is,  as  reported  by  the  Master. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


(a)  10  B.  &  C.  457.  {b)  9  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  1 8. 


VOL.  I.  B  B 
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EzcK  qf  Pleasy 
1833. 


W008NAM  r.  Price. 


Ao  order  ob-  X  HE  plaintiff  had  commenced  a  bailable  action  of 
Jud^'/ciTrk  d^bt  in  this  Court  against  the  defendant,  Price^  for  prin* 
by  mistatement,  ^jp^j  g^^  interest  due  on  a  bond,  and  also  for  busi- 

it  a  nullity.  ^  ' 

After  a  bail    ness  done  by  him  as  an  attorney  in  an  action  at  law. 

bond  bfls  been 

forfeited  and  an  The  quo  nUnus  on  which  the  defendant  had  been  ar- 
th!!reo7ukcn,  fcsted,  and  had  given  a  bail-bond,  was  returnable  on 
time  given  to     j^e  2nd  of  June  last.     On  the  3rd,  the  defendant's  at- 

the  principal  is 

no  discharge  of  tomey  took  out  a  summous,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to 

shew  cause  why  the  bill  for  business  should  not  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  for  taxation.  An  order  was  made 
*  thereupon  and  served  on  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  there- 
by undertaking  to  pay  the  amount  in  a  fortnight  after  tax- 
ation. A  dispute  arose  between  the  clerks  of  the  respec- 
tive attornies,  whether  or  not  this  order  operated  as  a  stay 
of  proceedings.  On  the  10th  of  June,  the  clerk  of  the  de- 
fendant's attorney  went  to  the  Chambers  of  Mr.  Baron 
Bayley^  and  representing  to  the  learned  Baron's  clerk 
that  the  learned  Judge  had  in  fact  (which  was  sworn  to 
be  untrue,)  ordered  that  proceedings  should  be  stayed, 
obtained  another  order  for  taxing  the  bill,  containing  a 
stay  of  proceedings.  On  the  same  day^  bail  above  not 
having  been  put  in,  the  plaintiff  took  an  assignment  of  the 
bail-bond,  and  commenced  an  action  thereon.  An  appoint- 
ment for  taxing  the  plaintiff's  bill  was  given  on  i\ie  first 
order,  and  attended  by  the  defendant's  attorney.  On  at- 
tending the  Master^  the  bill  was  agreed  to  be  referred  to 
the  officer  of  the  Great  Sessions  in  Wales.  On  the  1st 
August,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Price,  met,  and  it  was 
agreed  between  them,  without  the  privity,  knowledge,  or 
consent  of  the  bail  in  the  bail-bond,  that,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  would  not  proceed  in  an  ejectment  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  and  would  stay  proceedings  in  the 
action  for  a  month,  the  defendant.  Price,  would  not  tax  his 
bill  of  costs.     A  rule  had  been  obtained  for  setting  aside 
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the  assignment  of  the  bail-bond  and  all  proceedings  there-  Bxeh,  of  pieas, 

IQOQ 

on,  for  irregularity 9  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  bail     ^         '  ^ 
were  discharged  by  the  time  given  to  the  principal.  Woosnau 


W,  H.  WcUson  shewed  cause. — The  proceedings  were 
not  stayed  either  by  the  first  or  second  order.     The  first 
contains  no  stay  of  proceedings,  and  the  second  order  was 
a  nullity,    having  been  surreptitiously  obtained.      It  is 
clear,  that,  as  the  action  was  on  a  bond  as  well  as  for  an 
attorney's  bill,  pending  the  taxation  a  Judge  would  not 
have  stayed  the  proceedings.  Moreover,  the  parties  treated 
the  second  order  as  a  nullity,  as  the  appointment  was  on 
the  first  order ;  and,  therefore,  as  the  proceedings  were  not 
stayed,  the  assignment  of  the  bail-bond  and  proceedings 
thereon  were  regular.     As  to  the  second  ground,  the  de- 
fendant not  having  appeared,  the  bail-bond  was  forfeited, 
and  the  original  cause  out  of  Court,  before  the  agreement 
was  made,  therefore,  it  was  merely  delaying  suit  against 
the  sureties  at  the  instance  of  the  principal;  and,  in  order 
to  make  this  a  ground  for  setting  aside  proceedings,  it  must 
be  shewn,  or  the  Court  must  intend,  that  the  bail  have 
been  prejudiced,  which  is  not  the  case,  for  the  bail  could 
not  render  the  principal,  or  take  any  steps  to  exonerate 
themselves,  in  the  long  vacation.   In  Farmer  v.  Thorley{a) 
it  was  held,  that  bail  to  the  sheriff  is  discharged  by  the 
plaintifiTs  taking  a  cognovit^  payable  by  instalments ;  but 
that  was  because  a  cognovit  is  inconsistent  with  a  forfeiture 
of  the  bail-bond,  as  a  defendant  can  only  acknowledge  the 
action  when  in  Court     In  the  present  case  the  bond  was 
forfeited,  and  a  breach  incurred  before  the  agreement  was 
made,  and  there  has  been  no  prejudice  to  the  bail.   [Bay^ 
ley^  B. — May  not  the  bail  be  prejudiced  by  not  having  the 
bill  taxed?]     They  are  at  liberty  to  tax  it  after  judgment 
in  the  action  on  the  bail-bond. 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.91. 
bb2 


V. 
P&ICB. 


35i  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 

Exeh.  of  puat,       Jervis  and  Knowles,  eontri.— The  first  order  operated 

1833  ... 

'   ^     virtually  as  a  stay  of  proceedings ;  it  is  not  in  the  common 

W008NAM      form,  but  contains  an  undertaking  to  pay  in  a  fortnight 

Price.        after  taxation,  during  which  time  it  must  be  implied  that 

the  plaintiff's  remedies  should  cease.     [Lord  Lyndhurst^ 

C.  B. — It  is  impossible  to  argue  that  the  proceedings  can 

be  stayed  by  implication  in  this  case].     The  second  order 

was  a  valid  order.     [Bayleyf  B. — ^Tbat  order  is  a  nullity, 

as  it  was  improperly  obtained.]     On  the  second  point,  time 

was  given  to  the  principal  without  the  privity  or  consent 

of  the  bail,  by  which  they  are  discharged.    A  month's  time 

was  given,  during  all  which  time  they  were  prevented  from 

relieving  themselves  from  their  liability.     At  all  events 

before  proceedings  were  adopted,  after  the  expiration  of 

the  month,  notice  should  have  been  given  to  the  baiL 

Clift  V.  Gye  (a). 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  second  order  was  a  nul- 
lity, and  the  first  did  not  operate  to  stay  proceedings;  and, 
therefore,  the  proceedings  on  the  bail-bond  are  regular; 
and,  as  it  cannot  be  shewn  that  the  bail  have  been  preju- 
diced, the  agreement  does  not  discharge  them. 

Bayley,  B. — ^There  was  a  breach  of  the  condition  of 
die  bail-bond  before  the  agreement,  and  that  breach  is  not 
done  away  by  the  agreement;  the  bail  have  not  been  in 
anywise  prejudiced.  But,  as  the  Court  disapproves  of 
agreements  not  to  tax  an  attorney's  bill,  the  rule  must  be 
di^chai^ed  without  costs. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  422. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat, 
1833. 


Crump  r.  Adney  and  Page. 


.Assumpsit. — The    first    count    of     the    declaration  in  an  agreement 

stated,  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  March,  1831,  was  agr^e? that 
in  the  county  of  Salop,  by  a  certain  agreement  in  writing  J?*,,*'n  *^ral  " 
then  and  there  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  award  a  certain 
and  the  defendants  of  the  other  part,  reciting  th^t  EAvard  protfUo.&cScc: 
Crump,  then  deceased,  being  a  widower,  made  and  duly  ^"^j^*  ghan^r 

executed  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  bearing  date  n»*y".  were  im- 
perative on  the 
on  or  about  the  8th  day  of  November,  1828,  and  thereby  arbitrator,  and 

appointed  the  said  John  Adney,  his  son-in-law,  and  ThonMS  boand^o  insert 
Onions,  joint  executors.     And  further  reciting,  that  the  *«  proyiw  in 

.  .  1       *>"  award,  the 

said  Edward  Crump,  being  still  a  widower,  on  or  about  the  context  of  the 
16th  July,  18^9,  intermarried  with  the  plaintiff;  and,  that  u^lH^llonof 
the  said  Edward  Crump,  on  or  about  the  20th  January,  *^*  ?^^^ "" 

*^  .  quinng  such  a 

1830,  being  then  in  a  weak  state  of  body,  gave,  as  it  was  construction. 
alleged,  instructions  to  WiUiam  Fifield,  his  medical  at* 
tendant,  to  procure  a  codicil  to  be  made  to  his,  the  said 
Edward  Crump*g,yrill,  in  favour  of  his  said  wife;  and  that 

the  said  William  Fifield,  on  the day  of  the  same 

month  of  January,  attended  at  the  office  of  Messrs. 
Priichard  ^  Sons,  solicitors,  and  requested  them  to  pre- 
pare such  codicil;  which,  for  reasons  then  given  to  the 
said  WiUiam  Fifield,  they  declined;  and  that  the  said  Wil- 
Uam  Fifield  afterwards,  on  the  30th  of  the  same  month  of 
January,  waited  upon  Thomas  Oitton,  solicitor,  and  gave 
him  several  verbal  instructions  for  such  intended  codicil, 
which  instructions  were  then,  at  the  request  of  the  said 
William  Fifield,  taken  down  in  writing  by  the  said  Thomas 
Gitton;  and  that  the  same  instructions  were  as  in  the  said 
agreement  in  that  behalf  mentioned  and  set  forth.  And 
further  reciting,  that  the  said  Edward  Crump  died  on  or 
about  the  14th  February,  1830,  without  having  executed 
such  instructions  for  a  codicil,  or  the  same  having  been 
otherwise  reduced  into  any  other  form  for  that  purpose; 
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Exeh.  of  pteas,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  entered  a  caveai  against  the 
^  '  ^  proof  of  the  will,  unless  the  paper  of  instructions  was  proved 
Crump  therewith,  and  that  disputes  had  arisen  between  the  par- 
Adney.  ^^^^  relative  thereto.  And  further,  that  the  said  John  AA- 
ney  and  his  family,  and  the  said  Thomas  Page^  being  ma- 
terially interested  in  the  said  will  of  the  said  Edward  Crump, 
bad  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  in  the  public 
funds  such  annuity,  (if  any  such  should  be  awarded),  for 
her  life,  or  else  in  the  joint  names  of  trustees  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  thereafter  named  Charles  Blake  Allnatt, 
such  a  sum  of  3/.  per  cenL  Consols,  as  would  produce  firom 
the  dividends  such  annuity  as  should  be  settled  and  fixed 
by  the  said  Charles  Blake  Alhutt,  upon  due  consideration 
of  the  facts  aforesaid,  and  of  such  other  fads  and  circum- 
stances as  might  be  adduced  and  proved  be/ore  him,  as  could 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  any  such  annuity,  or  otherwise  to 
any  share  or  thirds  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  E<t- 
ward  Crump,  deceased,  and  of  the  charges  of  establishing 
the  said  paper  of  instructions,  as  far  as  the  personal  estate 
was  or  might  be  affected  thereby ;  and  of  the  said  paper 
being  imperative,  as  far  as  the  real  and  personal  estate  was 
included  therein,  or  otherwise  howsoever;  and  of  the  ad- 
vantage which  the  said  parties  mutually  had  in  avoiding 
legal  proceedings,  and  in  saving  the  expenses  thereof;  and 
all  proper  abatement  and  allowances  being  made  in  respect 
thereof,  such  annuity,  if  any  such  should  be  awarded,  to 
be  in  lieu  of  every  provision  intended  the  plaintiff  by  the 
said  paper  of  instructions,  and  in  lieu  of  all  thirds  at  com- 
mon law  to  which  the  plaintiff  might  otherwise  be  entitled 
out  of  the  personal  estate  aforesaid,  but  in  nowise  to  affect 
her  claims  to  dower  out  of  the  real  estates  late  of  the  said 
Edward  Crump,  and  to  be  paid  and  made  good  by  the  de- 
fendants as  aforesaid,  to  the  plaintiff,  from  the  day  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Edward  Crump  until  the  actual  purchase 
of  such  annuity;  and,  in  case  the  said  Charles  Blake  All- 
natt should  by  his  award  direct  the  dividends  only  of  the 
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money  to  be  invested  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiflF,  that  then,  Exeh.  of  pum, 
upon  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  the  said  stocky  funds,  and     v....^.,,..-..*' 
principal  money^  to  go  and  belong  to  and  to  be  transferred        Crump 
by  the  said  trustees  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  their        adnet. 
executors,  &c.    It  was  thereby  witnessed,  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  the  intention  of  the  said  parties  into  exe- 
cution, each  of  them,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  did 
thereby  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  other  of  them, 
that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  and  their  respective 
executors  and  administrators,  should  and  would  on  their 
respective  parts  and  behalfs,  well  and  truly  stand  to,  obey, 
abide,  perform,  fulfil,  and  keep,  the  award,  arbitrament, 
final  end,  and  determination^  of  Charles  Blake  AUnati,  of 
Shreussburjff  barrister-at-law,   arbitrator,  chosen  by  and 
between  the  said  parties  to  award,  arbitrate,  and  determine 
concerning  the  matters  aforesaid,  so  as  such  award  should 
be  made,  &c.  &c.     And  it  was  also  then  and  there  further 
agreed  in  writing,  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de* 
fendants,  that,  in  case  the  said  arbitrator  shotdd  award 
any  such  annuity  as  aforesaid^  he  should  or  might  award  the 
same,  with  a  proviso,  that,  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  assets 
of  the  said  testator,  the  annuity,  or  the  fund  from  which 
the  same  should  arise,  should  abate  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  it  were  a  provision  contained  in  the  said  wilL    The  de- 
claration then  set  out  mutual  promises,  and  then  stated, 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c»,  the  said  Charles 
Blake  Allnatt,  having  taken  on  himself  the  burthen  of  the 
said  arbitrament,  upon  due  consideration  of  the  facts  afore- 
said, and  of  such  other  facts  and  circumstances  as  were  ad- 
duced  and  proved  before  him,  duly  made  his  award  in  writ- 
ing under  his  hand,  of  and  concerning  the  premises,  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as 
should  require  the  same,  and  did  thereby  then  and  there 
award,  order,  and  direct,  that  the  defendants  should  forth- 
with purchase^  or  cause  to  be  purchased  in  the  public  funds, 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  an  annuity  of  291.  sterling,  to 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  be  payable  to  her  during  her  natural  life^  and  which  should 
^  '  V  be  in  lieu  of  all  provisions  and  thirds  mentioned  in  that  be- 
Crum p  half  in  the  said  agreement,  but  in  nowise  to  affect  her  said 
ADNE7.  claim  to  dower;  and  he  did  thereby  then  and  there  further 
•award,  order^  and  direct,  that  the  defendants  should  pay 
and  make  good  to  the  plaintiff  an  annuity  of  the  amount 
aforesaid,  from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  said  Edward 
Crump,  until  the  actual  purchase  of  the  said  annuity,  in 
manner  aforesaid;  and,  that  he  had  settled  and  fixed  the 
costs  and  charges  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  or  respect- 
ing the  entering  of  the  said  cateat  and  the  proceedings 
connected  therewith,  and  other  matters  relative  there- 
to, at  the  sum  of  40^  Qs,  id. ;  and  did  thereby  then  and 
^here  award,  order,  and  direct,  that  the  same  sum,  and  also 
the  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  the  defendants  in  or  re- 
specting the  said  caveat,  proceedings,  and  other  matters, 
should  be  respectively  paid  by  the  defendants.  And  he 
did  thereby  further  order  and  direct,  that  the  costs  of  that 
his  award,  amounting  to  the  sum  o{22L  I4fs.  6c/.,  should  be 
in  the  first  instance  paid  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
one  moiety  thereof  should  be  repaid  to  her  on  demand  by 
the  defendants;  and  that  the  several  parties  should  bear 
and  pay  their  own  further  costs  of  that  reference.  And 
he  did,  lastly,  thereby  then  and  there  award,  order,  and 
direct,  that,  on  the  purchase  of  such  annuity  and  payment 
of  such  costs  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  should,  if  thereto 
required,  execute  unto  the  said  defendants,  at  their  costs 
and  charges,  a  release  of  all  claims  and  demands  at  law  and 
in  equity,  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  personal  estate  and  ef- 
fects of  the  said  Edward  Crump :  Of  which  said  award  the 
defendants  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  had  notice.  Breaches 
— in  not  purchasing  the  annuity  according  to  the  award — 
in  not  making  good  the  annuity  from  the  day  of  the  death 
of  the  said  Edward  Crump — in  non-payment  of  the  costs 
respecting  the  entering  of  the  caveat^Rud  in  non-payment 
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of  a  moiety  of  the  costs  of  the  reference  as  directed  by  the  Etch,  of  PUai, 

,         ^  1833. 

award.  ^ 

The  second  was  an  indebitatus  count  on  an  award;  with        Crump 
the  usual  money  counts  and  account  stated.  Adnet. 

Pleas— JPir^^y  Non-assumpsit. 

Secondly^  As  to  the  first  counti  and  so  much  of  the  se- 
cond as  related  to  the  sum  of  money  therein  alleged  to  be 
due  and  owing  to  the  said  plaintiff  upon  and  by  virtue  of 
the  said  award  in  that  count  mentioned — That  there  were 
not  any  facts  or  circumstances  adduced  or  proved  before 
the  arbitrator^  other  than  the  facts  and  circumstances  in 
the  said  agreement  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  and 
set  forth. 

TTiirdltff  As  to  the  same  causes  of  action — That  it  was  * 
proved  in  evidence  before  the  arbitrator,  that  there  were 
not  any  assets  of  the  testator  whereby  or  wherewith  the 
said  defendants  could  or  were  enabled  to  purchase  the  said 
annuity  in  the  said  award  mentioned,  and  thereby  directed 
to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  where- 
by or  wherewith  they  could  pay  or  make  good  to  the  plain- 
tiff an  annuity  of  the  amount  in  the  said  award  mentioned, 
or  of  any  other  amount  whatsoever,  from  the  day  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Edward  Crump,  or  from  any  other  time. 

Fourthly,  As  to  the  same  causes  of  action — That  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Edward  Crump,  the  said  de- 
fendants had  not,  nor  at  any  time  since  have  they  had,  nor 
have  they  now,  any  assets  of  the  testator,  whereby  or  where- 
with they  could  or  might  or  now  can  purchase  the  said 
annuity  in  the  said  award  mentioned,  and  thereby  directed 
to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  where- 
by or  wherewith  they  could  pay  or  make  good  to  the  said 
plaintiff  an  annuity  of  the  amount  in  the  said  award  mention- 
ed, or  of  any  other  amount  whatsoever,  from  the  day  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Edward  Crump,  or  from  any  other  time. 

Fifthly,  As  to  the  same  causes  of  action — That,  at  the 
several  times  of  making  the  submission  and  award,  the  said 
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^"^.^i^*"'  defendants  had  not,  nor  at  any  time  since  hare  they  had, 
■^       ^      ->     nor  have  they  now,  any  assets  of  the  said  testator  whereby 
CMMF        Stc,  as  in  the  last  plea. 

AoHst.  Replication — Taking  issue  on  the  plea  of  mm  ttssuBtpait, 

and  a  general  demurrer  to  all  the  other  pleas. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  cause  went  down  to  trial  on  the  issue  taken  on  the 
plea  of  HON  anumptit;  and,  at  the  trial,  before  Gumey, 
B.i  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  at  Shretesbttry, '  the  de- 
fendants offered  evidence  to  prove  that  there  were  no'as- 
sets  out  of  which  they  could  pay  or  make  good  an  annuity 
of  the  amount  awarded.  The  learned  Baron  rejected  this 
evidence;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

LudloK,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial ;  against 
which, 

Whateley  and  Talfourd  now  shewed  cause. — The  learn- 
ed Judge  was  right  in  rejecting  the  evidence  in  question. 
An  award,  regularly  made,  operates  conclusively  as  a  judg- 
ment  between  the  parties;  and,  since  the  arbitrator  has 
awarded  the  annuity,  and  other  subjects  of  this  action,  it  is 
imnuterial  whether  there  were  assets  or  not.  [Lord  Lynd' 
hurst,  C.  B. — Was  the  arbitrator  to  find  the  question  of  as- 
setat]  He  was  to  ascertain  on  due  consideration  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  agreement,  and  of  such  other  facts  as  should 
be  adduced  and  proved  before  him,  what  was  the  amount 
of  the  annuity  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled;  and  he 
could  not  do  so  without  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  as- 
sets. [Lord  Lyndhurtt,  C.B. — The  arbitrator  was  to  de- 
cide whether  the  bequest  was  valid ;  and  then  another 
point  would  arise,  because  there  might  be  a  deficiency  of 
assets;  and  the  arbitrator  is  empowered  to  make  a  provi- 
sion against  such  event.  He  is  not  directed  to  decide  the 
question  of  assets,  but  he  is  empowered  to  direct  that  the 
annuity  should  abate  in  case  there  should  be  a  deficiency 
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of  assets.    It  was  imperative  upon  the  arbitrator,  accord"  B^h,  uf  Pkaii 
ing  to  my  interpretation^  to  have  inserted  that  proviso.]  ^ 

That  is  a  question  on  the  award.  [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.  Crumv 
—-No.  That  is  a  question^  as  it  seems  to  me,  on  the  agree-  kvvei. 
ment.]  The  arbitrator  is  empowered  by  the  agreement  to 
award  such  annuity  as  he  shall  deem  fit  $  and  the  proviso 
is,  that^  in  case  the  said  arbitrator  should  award  any  such 
annuity  as  aforesaid,  he  should  or  mighi  award  the  same, 
with  a  proviso,  that,  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  assets,  the 
annuity  should  abate.  That  is  merely  a  discretionary 
power.  It  was  a  question  for  him  to  consider,  whether  it 
was  just  and  reasonable  to  award  the  annuity.  He  has 
awarded  the  annuity  to  be  paid  at  all  events.  It  must, 
therefore,  be  assumed,  that  the  arbitrator  knew  the  facts, 
and  found  sufficient  assets.  [Lord  Lt/ndhurst,  C.  B. — He 
had  no  instructions  to  inquire  whether  there  were  assets. 
Bayley^  B. — Then,  you  would  put  the  legatee  in  a  better 
situation  than  creditors.  At  the  period  of  time  at  which 
the  award  was  made,  there  might  be  1000/.  assets,  and  af- 
terwards SOOO/.  bond  creditors  might  come  in  and  claim.] 
Before  the  clause  as  to  the  proviso,  full  power  is  first  given 
to  award  the  annuity.  [Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — Accord- 
ing to  the  construction  contended  for,  the  words  *'  shall  and 
may*'  would  be  at  variance  with  each  other.] 

Jervis,  Ludlow,  Seijt.,  and  Godson,  conird,  were  stop- 
ped by  the  Court. 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — We  must  endeavour  to  con- 
strue the  words,  so  that  *^  shall  and  may"  may  both  stand. 
"  Shall  and  may"  will  both  stand,  by  our  holding  them  to 
be  imperative ;  and,  had  the  proviso  been  inserted  in  the 
award,  evidence  might  have  been  admitted  to  shew  whether 
there  were  assets  or  not.  The  defendants  ought  not  to  be 
in  a  worse  situation  on  account  of  the  omission.     If  the 
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***!(?*/'*"'  P'*''"^  ''*'*  ™  ****  award,  then  the  evidence  would  clearly 
''_^.,.J_^     have  been  admissible. 

adhbt.  fV/iateley, — Then  the  question  arises,  whether  it  was 

competent  to  the  defendants  to  give  the  facts  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — You  are  endeavouring  to  en- 
force an  award  on  a  submission  by  simple  contract.  Every 
thing  is  admissible  under  the  general  issue  which  shews 
that  the  plaintiff  does  not  make  out  a  right  to  recover. 
Now,  here  the  defendants  shew  that  they  are  not  to  pay  in 
the  event  of  a  deficiency  of  assets. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 
made — 

Absolute. 


Upon  a  subsequent  day,  the  demurrer  to  the  special 
pleas  came  on  to  be  argued. 

a  plea  Talfourd,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  special  pleas 

purport  to  answer  the  first  and  second  counts.  Now,  the 
second  count  is  in  indebitatut  astumptit  on  an  award  ge- 
noantwertouiy  nerally,  uot  shewing  it  to  have  any  connection  with  the 
fjch  raun(°or  Bubmission  in  the  first  count.  It  may  be  on  a  parol  award. 
'^"'"^'„','"    .,    The  pleas,  therefore,  are  not  applicable  to  all  which  they 

plaintiDij  end-  '  *  ■  ' 

iiediojud^  profess  to  answer;  and,  being  bad  in  part,  are  bad  in 
the  whole.  [^Bayley,  B. — Is  it  quite  clear  that  indebitaftu 
astumptit  will  lie  on  an  award  ?]  The  part  of  the  first 
count  which  relates  to  the  costs  and  expenses,  is  good,  and 
is  unanswered  by  these  pleas.  An  award  may  be  good  in 
part,  and  bad  in  part ;  so  that,  at  all  events,  without  con- 
sidering the  question  suggested  as  to  the  second  count, 


tr  the  whole 
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there  is  a  good  part  of  the  declaration  which  is  unanswer^  Exek.ofPieat, 

1833 

ed  by  these  pleas,  and  which  they  profess  to  answer.  '  ^ 

Crump 

The  Court  being  of  this  opinion —  Adnet. 

GodsoUi  for  the  defendants,  obtained  leave  to  amend, 
upon  payment  of  costs. 


Kino  v.  Skeffinoton,  Bart. 

JL  H£  writ  of  summons  in  this  case  was  in  ''  an  action  of  if  the  notice 
trespass  on  the  case  upon  promises.'*    The  notice  of  de-  ^  for^di^r- 
claration  in  "  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case.**   Law  ob-  «»»*  <?»»«  <>f  **^" 

'^  ^  Hon  from  that 

tained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the  proceedings  for  irregu-  stated  in  the 
larity,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  declaration  varied  moos,  u  u  frre- 
from  the  writ  of  summons;  and  that  the  writ  of  summons  ^]j^^      -^ 
did  not  pursue  the  form,  No.  1,  in  the  Schedule  to  the  S  the  writ  of  sum- 

__-,,  _^     ,  ii*«##.  •  nioni  must  foU 

WM.  4*9  c.  39,  the  words  there  being ''  in  an  action  on  pro-  low  the  form 

™*^®^'  Khedule  to  the 

2  WtU.  4,  c  39. 
If  it  do  not,  it  is 

Huichinson  shewed  cause. — ^The  irregularity  here  com-  irregular. 
plained  of  is,  that  the  notice  of  declaration  varied  from  the 
writ  of  summons;  the  writ  being  in  **  an  action  of  trespass 
on  the  case  upon  promises,"  and  the  notice  of  declaration 
in  **  trespass  on  the  case."  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  declare 
according  to  the  form  used  in  the  act.  The  words  are, 
''  in  an  action  on  promises  (or  as  the  case  may  be)."  The 
act  only  used  these  words  to  fill  up  the  form;  meaning  only 
that  the  party  should  state  the  kind  of  action  that  was  in- 
tended to  be  brought.  [Bat/let/,  B.— The  act  says,  in  an 
action  on  promises,  (or,  as  the  case  may  be).  The  writ 
here  is  in  an  action  of  "  trespass  on  the  case  upon  pro- 
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****ii^i'*"'  '"''*■■"    '^''*  notice  of  declaration  is  "  treapaaa  on  the 

-     case;"  that  may  be  on  promises  or  not     If  it  should  not 

Ki»o        be  an  action  on  promises,  then  you  do  not  specify  the  true 

auniHSTON.  cause  of  action,  as  the  act  requires.]  But,  if  the  notice  of 
declaration  be  irregular,  that  would  not  make  the  writ  ir- 
regular. The  act  of  parliament  does  not  require  it  to  he 
shewn  whether  the  action  is  brought  on  a  note,  or  simple 
contract  for  goods  sold,  or  what  else.  There  is  no  form 
of  wordri  used  for  the  other  actions  of  debt,  trespass,  or 
any  other  action  than  aetumptit.  It  requires  only  the 
genus  and  not  the  species  of  action  to  be  set  forth. 

Bayley,  B. — The  act  of  parliament  has  stated  in  spe- 
cific terms,  that  the  writ  shall  be  in  a  given  form;  that 
form,  as  applicable  to  the  action  of  anumpsit,  is,  in  "  an 
action  on  prombea."  It  seems  to  me  better  to  adhere  to 
the  strict  form. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  necessary  to 
adAeie  to  the  strict  form. 

GuRNEY,  B. — It  is  not  desirable  to  deviate  from  the 
form  laid  down,  otherwise  the  Court  would  be  always  dis- 
cussing what  deviation  was  allowable. 

Rule  absolute. 


war- 


HILARY  TERM^  3  WILL.  tV.  36& 

Bxch^  of  Pleat, 

Dewhirst  v.  Pearson. 

X^EBT  for  penalties  against  the  defendant,  a  sherifTs  A  sheriff's 
officer,  ^r^f,  for  carrying  the  plaintiff,  whom  he  had  arrest-  p*rinS?directed 
ed,  to  a  public  victualling  and  drinking  house,  without  the  a^g'herirs"  ©"*' 
free  and  voluntary  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to  the  cer,and  one  w„ 

_      _,  _         d  11       i*  .        •  •  .     was  delivered  to 

Stat.  o2  ixeo,  2,  c.  »o.     Secondly^  for  carrying  him  to  pri-  the  defendant 
son  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  xhe^defendant* 
without  the  free  and  voluntary  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  employed  ^-t 

,  .  *n  assistant, 

though  the  plaintiff  did  not  refuse  to  be  carried  to  any  safe  to  make  the  ar. 
and  convenient  dwelling-house  of  his  own  nomination  or  cordingiy  arrest- 
appointment  within  the  town  o(  East  Retford,  such  dwell-  edt*>e  plaintiff, 
ing-house  not  being  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  plaintiff,  **  he 
and  the  said  town  of  East  Retford  then  and  there  being  a  himtothe(7ran- 
market  town,  and  the  place  where  the  plaintiff  was  so  ar-  pfaInSff)j!*^{|ed' 
rested,  contrary  to  the  statute.  "  very  well." 

He  was  then 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  taken  to  a  pub- 

At  the  trial,  before  Vaughan,  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  the  Gran^.Ld 

Assizes  for  the  county  of  Nottingham,  it  appeared,  that  JJ®P^^^^'® '^^ 

the  plaintiff  had  been  arrested  under  a  sheriff's  warrant  di-  morning,  whea 

rected  to  the  defendant  and  one  Watmough.     The  arrest  pUintiffto  w., 

was  made   by  Leadbeater,  an  assistant  of  Pearsons,  by  ^d^^^' afsr'n" 

Pearsons  directions ;    Leadbeater  told   the  plaintiff  he  ""stant to  the 

defendant,  and 

must  go  With  him  to  the  Granby;  and  the  plaintiff  re-  who,  within  24 
plied,  "  very  well."     Leadbeater  then  took  the  plaintiff  time  of  the  ar! 
to  the  Granby  public-house,  and  kept  him  there  till  the  "'f»  ?"'  '*** 
following  morning,  when  he  delivered  him  to  Watmough,  coach  for  the 

purpose  of 
taking  him  to 
prison,  and  took  him  there  accordingly.  At  the  time  that  the  plaintiff  was  put  upon  the  coach, 
the  defendant  was  present,  and  saw  the  plaintiff  on  the  coach.  In  an  action  on  the  32  Geo.  2, 
c.  28,  to  recover  penalties  for  taking  the  plaintiff  to  the  tavern  without  his  free  and  voluntary 
consent,  and  for  taking  him  to  prison  within  twenty-four  hours: — Held,  firet,  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  for  the  act  of  W.  in  taking  the  plaintiff  to  prison  within  the  twenty-four  hours — se^ 
condly,  that,  to  justify  the  officer  in  taking  him  to  the  tavern,  the  consent  of  the  party  arrested  to 
be  taken  there  was  necessary ;  and  that  the  mere  submission  or  acquiescence  of  tlie  plaintiff  to  the 
dictation  of  the  officer  was  insufficient — Ddrdly,  that  the  beginning  to  carry,  and  not  the  arrival 
at  the  prison,  is  to  be  considered  as  the  carrying  to  prison— /of<r//i/^,  that  the  neglect  of  the 
party  arrested  to  nominate  some  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house  to  which  he  might  be  taken, 
did  not  justify  the  officer  in  taking  the  plaintiff  to  prison  within  twenty-four  hours ;  and,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  call  upon  the  party  to  nominate  some  house  to  which  he  might  be 
taken,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  said  to  have  "  refused  to  be  carried  to  some  safe  and  con- 
venient dwelling-house,"  until  the  officer  had  asked  him  to  nominate. 
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Exeh.qf  Pleat,  who  was  another  assistant  of  Pearson' Sf  and  Watmough, 
^  within  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of 
Dewbirst  the  arrest,  took  the  plaintiff,  by  the  Amity  coach,  to 
Pearson.  Nottingham  gaoL  Pearson  saw  the  plaintiff  put  by  Wat^ 
mough  on  the  coach  for  the  purpose  of  being  taken  to 
prison.  The  learned  Baron  put  it  to  the  jury,  whether 
they  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the 
Graniy  without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent;  and,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  prison  within  twenty-four 
hours.  The  learned  Judge  at  the  same  time  intimated,  as 
his  opinion,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  party  to  have  no« 
minated  a  house;  and,  he  not  having  done  so,  the  officer 
was  justified  in  taking  him  to  prison  within  twenty-four 
hours.  The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  taken  to 
the  Granby  public-house  without  his  free  and  voluntary 
consent;  and,  that  he  was  taken  to  prison  within  twenty- 
four  hours.  A  verdict  having  passed  for  the  defendant. 

Hillf  in  Michaelmas  Term  last^  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had.  Against  which, 

Adams,  Serjt.,  A^.  R.  Clarke^  and  Humjrey,  shewed 
cause. — First  ,the  plaintiff  is,  at  all  events,  not  entitled  to 
a  verdict  on  the  last  count,  there  being  no  proof  that  the 
carrying  to  prison  was  done  with  the  authority  of  the  de- 
fendant. Leadbeater  here  arrests  by  Pearson's  order,  and 
afterwards  transfers  the  custody  to  Watmough,  who  takes 
the  plaintiff  to  prison.  There  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
transfer  to  Watmough  M'as  made  with  Pearson's  authority; 
and,  if  Watmough  had  refused  to  take  the  plaintiff  to  any 
house  he  had  appointed,  Pearson  was  not  liable  for  the 
penalty.  There  is  nothing  here  to  connect  Watmough  with 
Pearson.  The  officer  is  not  answerable  for  the  penalty,  un- 
less he  is  the  person  knowingly  guilty  of  infringing  the  act. 
Besides,  here  the  warrant  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  ar- 
rested was  directed  to  Watmough  as  well  as  Pearson;  and, 
therefore,  Watmough  had  an  equal  authority  with  Pear- 
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sen;  and  Waimough  having  an  independent  authority  to  ^*ch.  of  ptea*, 
act  for  himself^  he  must  be  taken  to  be  acting,  not  as  the     v^...^^J..y 
agent  o(  Pearson,  but  as  principal.     Pearson^  therefore,      Dbw  hirst 

Vm 

is  not  liable.  Pearson's  giving  directions  to  Leadbeater  Pearson. 
to  take  the  plaintiff  in  time  to  go  by  the  Amity  coach  the 
next  day,  by  which  coach  he  is  subsequently  taken  by 
Waimoughf  does  not  make  Pearson  liable.  The  ISth 
section,  which  gives  the  penalty,  enacts,  **  That  any  she* 
riff,  under-sheriff,  bailiff,  &c.,  who  shall  in  anywise  offend 
against  this  act,  shall,  for  every  such  offence,  &c.,  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  party  aggrieved  the  sum  of  50/."  That  is 
intended  to  apply  to  the  party  actually  doing  the  wrong. 
The  plaintiff  has  clearly  a  right  of  action  against  Wat' 
tnough.  [Bay ley,  B. — Here  the  arrest  is  made  by  Pear- 
soiCs  authority.  It  was  held  in  Sturmy  v.  Smith  (a),  that 
the  party  had  the  option  to  sue  either  the  sheriff  or  the 
oflScer*  That  case  was  not  on  this  act  of  Parliament; 
but,  PeashaU  v.  Layton  (6)  arose  on  this  act,  and  there  it 
was  held,  that  you  may  recover  against  either  the  sheriff 
or  the  officer;  but  you  cannot  recover  against  both.]  There 
the  sheriff  was  indemnified ;  and,  according  to  that  case, 
you  may  go  against  the  party  actually  doing  the  wrong,  or 
against  the  party  whom  he  represents  as  the  sheriff.  There 
the  sheriff  was  held  liable,  because  he  was  the  person  the 
bailiff  represented ;  but,  here,  Watmough  did  not  repre- 
sent the  defendant. 

Secondly.  The  learned  Baron  was  right  in  leaving  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  Gran- 
by  without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent.  The  words  in 
section  1^,  **  no  sheriff,  bailiff,  &c.,  shall  convey  or  carry 
any  person  by  him  arrested  &c.,  to  any  tavern  &c.,  with- 
out the  free  and  voluntary  consent  of  the  person  so  arrest- 
ed,*' mean,  that  if  the  party  arrested  shall  either  dissent 
fr6m  a  place  mentioned  by  the  officer,  or  name  any  other 

{«)  11  East,  26.  {h)  2  T.  R.  712. 

VOLt  I.  CO 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  plaoe  of  his  owti  appointment,  it  shall  be  taken  to  be  against 
->  his  consent.  The  jury,  here,  have  found  in  the  very  words 
Dewhirst  of  the  statute,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  taken  to  the 
Pearson.  Granby  public-house  without  his  free  and  voluntary  con- 
sent, and  the  evidence  warrants  that  finding.  It  is  said* 
that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  plains- 
tiff  went  to  the  house  in'  question  by  his  consent*  But 
there  is  no  set  form  of  word$  in  which  a  question  is  to  be 
left  to  a  jury.  If  he  were  not  taken  there  without  his  con- 
sent, it  must  have  been  with  his  consent.  [Baytey^  B. — 
Should  not  the  officer  have  said  this:  **  I  must  take  you  to 
some  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house,  will  you  name 
one?  Have  you  any  objection  to  the  Granby  V  The  act 
says,  that  every  such  bailiff,  &c.,  shall  shew  atid  deliver  a 
copy  of  the  clauses  of  the  act  to  every  person  he  shall  ar- 
rest.] That  duty  does  not  arise  until  after  he  gets  to  the 
tavern,  before  he  permits  him  to  have  any  liquor.  The 
words  are,  ^*  and  carry  or  go  with  to  any  public  or  other 
house  where  any  liquor  shall  be  sold  i"  and  then  comes  a 
new  sentence^  **  and  also  shall  and  will  permit  any  such 
person  so  ai*i^8ted  to  read  over  the  same  clauses,  &c.,  be- 
fore any  meat,  liquor,  &c.,  shall  be  called  for."  That  clausei 
therefore,  it  is  submitted,  does  not  apply  until  he  gets  to 
the  public-house*  The  learned  Baron  left  it  to  the  jury, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  Granby  public-house 
without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent,  and  they  have 
found  that  he  was  not.  Then,  is  there  any  evidence  to 
warrant  that  finding  ?  The  evidence  otLeadbeater  is,  that 
he  told  him  he  was  taking  him  to  the  Granby^  and  that 
the  plaintiff  replied,  "  very  well."  That,  it  is  submitted,  is 
evidence  of  consent.  The  question  of  free  and  voluntary 
consent  is  a  question  for  the  jury;  and  that  question  was 
fairly  left  to  them. 

Thirdly.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  nominate  a 
house;  and,  if  he  neglects  to  do  so,  the  officer  is  authorized 
to  take  him  to  prison  within  the  twenty-four  hours.  The 
words  of  that  part  of  the  first  section  are,  *'  nor  shall  carry 
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any  such  person  to  any  gaol  or  prison  within  four-and-  Bxek.  rf  pieas, 
t^v^enty  hours  from  the  time  of  such  arrest,  unless  such  per-  '  ^ 

son  or  persons  so  arrested  shall  refuse  to  be  carried  to  Dewhirst 
some  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house  of  his,  her,  or  Pbarson. 
their  own  nomination  or  appointment."  The  object  is,  that 
the  party  should  have  an  opportunity  of  getting  bail.  It 
must  be  the  intention  that  the  party  arrested  should  nomi- 
nate; because,  in  nominating,  he  would  naturally  appoint 
some  place  where  he  could  most  conveniently  obtain  bail. 
The  words  imply,  that  he  shall  have  nominated  a  house, 
before  he  can  be  required  to  go  to  it,  and  before  he  can 
have  any  opportunity  of  refusing  to  be  carried  to  it 

JEKll  and  fVaddington,  cantrd. — It  was  contended  at  the 
trial,  that  no  action  lay  against  Pearson;  but  that  the  ac- 
tion, if  it  lay  at  all,  ought  to  have  been  brought  against 
Leadbeater^  who  had  committed  the  offence.  Nothing  was 
then  said  about  Watmough*  But  Leadbeater  had  no  autho- 
rity to  hand  over  the  person  arrested  to  another  officer, 
though  he  should  be  named  in  the  warrant.  The  rule  is,  that 
a  party  once  having  process  delivered  to  him,  must  perfect 
the  execution  of  it  himself,  and  is  liable  for  any  thing  wrong 
committed  in  the  execution  of  process  once  delivered  to 
him  to  execute.  The  officer  to  whom  the  process  was  de- 
livered, was  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  person  whom  he  in- 
trusted as  agent  to  execute  the  process.  Rex  v.  Guich  (a). 
Rex  T.  Almon  (6),  Attorney^General  v.  Seddon  (c).  In  the 
latter  case  the  Court  seemed  to  be  of  opinion,  that,  in  any 
case  short  of  felony,  the  principal  was  liable  for  the  act  of 
the  agent.  [Bayley,  B. — I  believe  that  was  a  case  in  which 
the  proceeding  was  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  civil  ac- 
tion.] In  Woodgate  v.  KnatchbuU  (cQ,  it  was  objected  that 
the  sheriff*  was  not  answerable  for  the  extortion  of  his  offi- 


(a)  1  M.  &  M.433.  (c)  1  Cr.  &  J.  220. 

(6)  5  Burr.  2686.  {d)  2  T.  R.  H8. 
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^''VCT'*'"'  cer;  but  the  Court  held  that  he  was.     [Bayley,  B.— No 

V ^ ^     doubt  the  sheriff  is  liable  for  the  extortion  of  his  oflScer. 

Dewhirbt     The  sheriff  would  consider  the  act  of  the  assistant  to  be  the 
Pearson.      act  of  the  principal,  as  to  any  liability  that  the  officer  was 
under  to  him.] 

Then,  secondly^  there  was  here  a  misdirection  on  both 
points.  Firsts  with  respect  to  taking  the  party  to  the  pub- 
lic-house without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent.  The 
learned  Baron  said,  **  You  are  not  to  find  for  the  plaintiff 
unless  you  are  satisfied  that  he  was  taken  to  the  Granby 
public-house  without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent/*  It 
was  put  in  the  negative.  It  is  submitted,  that  the  officer 
ought  not  to  have  taken  him  there  without  his  express  con- 
sent; and,  that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  so  left  it 
to  the  jury.  It  is  a  general  maxim  of  the  law,  that  every 
body  is  cognizant  of  the  law ;  but,  the  preamble  to  the  3rd 
section  of  this  act  assumes  the  contrary,  that  the  party 
may  he  ignorant  of  the  provisions  of  this  act;  and  that 
section  provides,  that  every  sheriff  shall  deliver  a  copy  of 
the  clauses  of  this  act  to  bailiffs,  &c.,  who  shall  be  employ- 
ed to  execute  any  writ,  &c.,  and  that  the  sheriff  shall  insert  a 
condition  in  the  security  bond  given  by  any  bailiff,  &c.,  that 
every  bailiff,  &c.,  shall  shew  and  deliver  a  copy  of  the  said 
clauses  to  every  person  he  shall  so  arrest,  and  carry  or  go 
with  to  any  public  or  other  house,  where  any  liquor  shall 
be  sold.  The  intent  of  the  statute  was,  that  the  party  un- 
der pressure  by  the  arrest,  should  be  acquainted  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  in  his  favour.  If  the  person  ar- 
rested is  not  to  be  taken  to  any  tavern,  ftc,  without  his 
free  and  voluntary  consent,  it  is  submitted,  that  the  affir- 
mative lies  upon  the  officer  to  shew,  that  he  had  given  his 
express  consent;  and,  therefore,  this  was  a  misdirection, 
because  it  was  left  to  the  jury,  whether  he  was  taken  there 
without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent.  Then,  as  to  the 
second  point.  It  has  been  said,  that  the  officer  had  a  rivht 
to  take  the  party  arrested  to  prison,  unless  he  nominated 
a  house  of  his  own  appointment;  and,  that  the  party  ar- 
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rested  was  bound  to  nominate.     But,  if  so,  when  does  the  fi'*?'*-  «/  ^f*f»f* 

1833. 
duty  of  nominating  arise?     Does  it  arise  eo  insianti  that  ^  '  ^ 

the  arrest  was  made?  There  can  be  no  dividing  point  as  Dewhirst 
to  the  time.  But  there  is  no  difficulty  on  the  words  of  the  Pearson. 
statute.  The  words  are, ''  unless  such  person  so  arrested 
shall  refuse  to  be  carried  to  some  safe  and  convenient 
dwelling-house  of  his  or  her  own  nomination."  It  must  be 
a  refusal,  not  merely  a  neglect.  Refusal  implies  applica- 
tion :  it  supposes  that  the  party  has  been  applied  to,  to  no- 
minate: it  is  very  different  from  a  neglect.  Here,  the 
party  arrested  did  not  go  freely,  but  was  taken  to  a  house 
of  the  officer's  appointment.  The  proposal  came  from  the 
officer^  and  the  plaintiff  merely  complied  with  it.  The 
party  arrested  ought  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  own  nomi- 
nation. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  an  action  on  the  3^  Geo.  2,  c.  ^8, 
against  a  bailiff  for  breach  of  duty;  and  there  are  two 
charges  :y?r«/,  that  he  carried  the  plaintiff  to  a  tavern  with- 
out bis  free  and  voluntary  consent;  and,  secondly,  that  he 
carried  him  to  gaol  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time 
of  the  arrest.  The  short  facts  are,  that  a  warrant,  directed 
to  Pearson  and  Watmough  against  the  plaintiff,  was  deli- 
vered by  the  sheriff  to  Pearson  to  be  executed.  WaU 
mough  was  an  assistant  to  Pearson,  and  Pearsontrom  time 
to  time  had  his  name  introduced  into  his  warrants.  He 
had  another  assistant  of  the  name  of  Leadbeater,  and  he 
made  the  arrest.  At  the  time  he  made  the  arrest  he  said, 
"  You  must  go  with  me  to  the  Granby;*'  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replied,  **  Very  well."  He  was  then  taken  there, 
and  kept  there  till  the  following  morning,  when  Leadbea- 
ter  transferred  him  to  Watmough^  who  put  him  on  the  top 
of  the  coach  for  the  purpose  of  taking  him  to  prison. 
Now,  in  the  first  place  it  was  contended,  that  the  act  of 
Watmough  in  putting  the  plaintiff  on  the  coach  and  carry* 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  ing  biin  to  prison,  was  not  an  act  for  which  Pearson  was 

^  '  ^     responsible.     This  objection  was  overruled  at  the  trial, 

D£WHiR8T      and,  we  think,  quite  rightly.     The  arrest  was  made,  not 

Pearson,      by  fTatmough,  but  by  Pearson.     Watmough  stands  in  a 

double  capacity;  he  is  one  of  the  officers  named  in  the 

warranty  and  he  is  also  an  assistant  to  Pearson,     There  is 

no  difficulty  on  this  point,  as  Watmough  must  be  taken  to 

have  acted  as  an  assistant  to  Pearson,     Pearson  sees  the 

fact  of  the  plaintiff  being  taken  to  prison.     He  looks  out 

of  his  house,  and  sees  the  plaintiff's  family  in  distress; 

and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  he  approves  and  recognises  the 

act ;  and  it  becomes  his  act. 

One  question  arising  on  the  act  of  parliament  was,  whe- 
ther putting  the  plaintiff  on  the  coach  was  a  carrying  to  pri- 
son Vithin  twenty-four  hours  ?  It  seems  to  us  clear  that  it 
was  so,  when  we  consider  the  object  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, which  was  to  give  the  party  arrested  an  opportunity 
to  apply  to  his  friends  to  pay  the  debt,  or  to  procure  bail ; 
and,  if  you  were  at  liberty  to  arrest,  and  to  put  him  in  a  state 
of  being  carried  to  prison  within  twenty-four  hours,  you 
abridge  the  time;  and  in  reality,  in  many  cases,  the  whole 
of  the  time  might  be  consumed  in  carrying  him  there. 

The  statute  in  question  is  an  act  for  the  ease  of  debtors, 
with  respect  to  the  imprisonment  of  their  bodies;  and  it  has 
two,  amongst  other  provisions,  upon  which  the  present  ac- 
tion turns:  one,  as  to  carrying  the  person  arrested  to  a  ta- 
vern without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent;  and  the  other> 
as  to  taking  such  person  to  prison  within  twenty-foar  hours. 
The  expression  of  refusal  in  the  latter  clause  is  in  very  pe- 
culiar  terms.  The  words  are, ''  nor  shall  carry  any  such  per- 
son so  arrested  to  any  gaol  or  prison  within  four-and-twenty 
hours  from  the  time  of  such  arrest,  unless  such  person  or 
persons  so  arrested^  shall  refuse  to  be  carried  to  some  safe 
and  convenient  dwelling-house  of  his,  her^  or  their  own  no- 
mination or  appointment  ;**  **  and  then,  and  in  any  such  case« 
it  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for  any  such  sheriff  or  other  officer  or 
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minister,  to  convey  or  carry  the  person  or  persons  so  arrest*  Eaah,  of  Picas, 
ed,  and  refusing  to  be  carried  to  such  safe  and  convenient     ^^  ^^'   ^ 
dwelling-house  as  aforesaid,  to  such  gaol,  &c.;*'  therefore,      Dkwuirst 
the  bailiff  is  justified  in  carrying  to  prison  within  twenty-      pbarion 
four-hours,  if  the  pf^rty  refuses  to  be  taken  to  a  dwelling- 
boyse  of  his  own  nomination.    There  is  a  clause  which 
thrpws  a  light,  and  furnishes  a  fair  clue  to  the  meaning  of 
these  provisions;  I  refer  to  the  3rd  section,  the  object  of 
which  is,  to  prevent  any  person  from  suffering  by  reason  of 
ignorapce  of  the  act.     It  requires  that  the  sheriff  shall  de- 
liver to  the  officer  a  copy  of  the  clauses  of  the  act;  and  it 
is  made  a  further  provision,  that  the  sheriff  shall  make  it 
a  part  of  the  condition  of  every  bond  given  by  any  bailiff. 
Sec,  that  he  shall  and  will  shew  and  deUver  a  copy  of  those 
clauses  to  every  person  he  shall  arrest;  and  that,  if^he 
party  be  carried  to  a  tavern,  a  copy  shall  be  delivered  to 
him;  and,  before  he  C2^11s  for  any  thing;  he  is  to  have  the 
privilege  of  reading  it.     Now,  the  question  is,  what  is  the 
fair  construction  to  be  put  on  the  words, ''  without  his  free 
and  voluntary  consent?'*     Is  it  not  on  the  assumption  that 
the  party  may  be  ignorant  of  his  right  that  the  act  takes 
special  care  that  the  party  shall  be  informed  of  his  rights. 
If  the  party  knows  his  rights,  and  the  officer  is  aware  that 
he  does,  then  he  may  not  require  so  much  information. 
But,  as  it  seems  to  me,  the  expression  '*  free  and  voluntary 
consent,**  is  very  different  from  making  no  objection.     I 
tliink  it  assumes,  that  the  party  is  to  be  apprized  that  he 
has  a  right  of  objecting  to  go  to  the  tavern;  and,  consider- 
ing  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  are  for  the  relief  of  the 
party  arrested,  I  think  that  the  expression  *'  free  and  vo- 
luntary consent"  means,  that  the  mind  of  the  party  ought 
to  be  put  into  action ;  and  that  the  officer  should  make  out, 
not  only  that  it  was  not  against  his  consent,  but  that  his 
will  was  active  in  consenting. 

The  second  question  is,  what  construction  is  to  be  put 
on  Uie  words,  "  unless  such  person  shall  refuse  to  be  car- 
ried to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house  of  his  own  no- 
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Kxeh.  of  PiMs,  mination  or  appointment"  The  point  on  this  was,  whether 
^  the  person  arrested  can  be  considered  as  refusing  to  be  car- 
Dewiiirst  ried  to  such  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house,  unless  be 
Pbakson.  previously  nominates  some  place.  It  seems  to  me,  that  he 
ought  to  be  asked  to  nominate.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
officer  to  ask  the  party  to  name  some  convenient  dwelling- 
house,  and  to  say,  "  if  you  do  not,  I  must  carry  you  to 
gaol.*'  The  act  does  not  say,  if  the  party  shall  neglect  or 
omit,  but  refuse,  which  is  a  much  stronger  word.  If  the 
person  neglect  or  omit,  he  may  be  ignorant.  I  think  the 
proper  construction  as  to  the  language  of  the  statute  is, 
that  there  must  be  an  active  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  per* 
son  arrested.  Unless  a  question  is  proposed,  so  that  be 
may  exercise  a  discretion,  there  is  not,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
a  refusal.  I  think  that  the  party  cannot  be  said  to  refuse 
to  be  carried  to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house  of  his 
own  nomination,  u\iles8  he  is  required  to  nominate  (a).  I 
am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  rule  should  be  made 
absolute.  , 

Vaughan,  B. — I  think  that  this  case  ought  to  go  down 
for  further  inquiry.  One  question  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  carried  to  a  tavern  without  his  free  and  voluntary 
consent;  and  the  other  was,  whether  he  was  carried  to  pri- 
son within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of  the  arrest, 
not  having  refused  to  be  carried  to  any  place  of  his  own 
nomination.  On  the  first  point  it  has  been  argued,  that 
an  express  and  positive  consent  was  necessary ;  and  that  it 
was  not  sufficient,  that  an  inference  of  such  consent  should 
be  drawn  from  circumstances,  or  to  prove  a  case  of  implied 
consent.  I  think  that  the  jury  were  bound  to  be  satisfied 
that  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  tavern  with  his  free  and  vo« 
luntary  consent,  but,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  it 
should  be  put  in  any  particular  form  of  words. 

The  other  is  a  very  grave  question ;  and  I  am  by  no 

(a)  This  case  was  recognised,      the  Court  of  Xtng'j  BencA,  in  5»mp« 
nad  the  same  point  decided,  by      son  v.  Renton,  Trtn»(y  Term,  1833, 
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means  prepared  to  Bay^  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  bai-  ^*ch.  of  puat, 
liff  to  have  put  the  question  to  the  plaintiffi  whether  he  > 

would  nominate  a  place.     I  think  that  the  case  should  go      Dbwhirst 
down  again  for  further  inquiry ;  and  the  parties  may  put      PiARtoN. 
the  matter  upon  the  record,  if  they  think  fit. 

Gurnet,  B. — It  has  long  been  the  policy  of  the  law  of 
England,  to  give  a  creditor,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  means 
of  pressure  upon  his  debtor,  by  arresting  and  imprisoning 
him,  unless  he  find  bail  for  his  appearance.  The  execu- 
tion  of  the  process  for  the  arrest  is  committed  to  the  she- 
riff, who  delegates  it  to  his  ofiicers.  It  has  been  proved  by 
experience,  that  the  ofiicers  who  executed  this  process, 
abused  the  powers  with  which  they  were  intrusted,  for  the 
purpose  of  oppression  and  extortion.  To  repress  these 
practices,  and  to  protect  the  unfortunate  persons  who 
should  be  subject  to  their  power,  the  stat.  of  S2  &  ^  Car. 
2f  c.  20,  was  passed.  That  act  is  intitled,/'  An  act  for  the 
relief  and  release  of  poor  distressed  prisoners."  And  the 
9th  section  contains  some  of  the  provisions,  which  are  sub- 
sequently incorporated  into  the  statute  upon  which  this  ac- 
tion is  founded;  it  made  it  unlawful  to  take  the  person 
arrested  to  a  tavern  without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent, 
so  as  to  charge  him.  This  clause  was  defective  in  some 
respects :  among  others,  though  it  prohibited  certain  acts, 
it  did  not  inflict  a  specific  penalty.  The  ninety  years  which 
had  elapsed  had  not  reformed  the  conduct  of  sheriff's  offi- 
cers ;  and  the  S2  Geo,  S,  c.  28,  was  passed.  The  object 
of  that  statute  is  to  be  learned  from  its  title  and  its  pream- 
ble. It  is  intituled,  **  An  act  for  the  relief  of  debtors  with 
respect  to  the  imprisonment  of  their  persons;"  and  then 
the  other  part  of  the  statute  is  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
to  oblige  debtors,  who  shall  continue  in  prison  beyond  a 
certain  time,  to  make  discoveries  of  and  deliver  upon  oath 
their  estates  for  their  creditors*  benefit.  The  preamble  of 
the  statute  is — **  Whereas  many  persons  suffer  by  the  op- 
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^«**^^«»»  pression  of  inferior  officers  in  ibe  execution  of  process  for 
^    debl;,  and  the  exaction  of  gaolers  to  whom  sucb  debtors 
DswHiRST     are  committed;  for  remedy  whereof  it  may  be  reasonable^ 
PsARsoif.     not  only  to  enforce  the  execution  of  the  laws  now  in  being 
against  such  oppressions  and  exactionSf  more  especially 
several  clauses  in  the  statute  of  Car.  2f  but  likewise  to 
make  some  further  provision  for  the  ease  and  relief  of 
debtors  who  should  be  willing  to  satisfy  their  creditors  to 
the  utmost  of  their  power/*    Then  it  proceeds  to  the  enacts 
ing  part — '*  Be  it  enacted,  that  no  sheriff,  &c.  shall  carry 
or  convey  any  person  by  him  arrested,  or  being  in  custody 
by  virtue  or  colour  of  any  action,  writ,  process,  or  attach- 
ment^ to  any  tavern,  without  the  free  and  voluntary  con- 
sent of  the  person  so  arrested  and  in  custody/'    This  be- 
ing the  object  and  intention  of  the  Legislature^  and  these 
being  the  words  used  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect,  we 
are  not  to  frustrate  the  object  of  the  act  by  giving  a  forced 
and  strained  construction,  because  they  impose  a  penalty. 
The  words  are,  I  think,  to  be  understood  in  their  plain 
and  obvious  sense.     Now,  what  are  the  facts  proved  in 
this  case.     The  evidence  is,  that  Leadbeater  watched  the 
plaintiff  while  he  was  conversing  with  another  person. 
When  he  had  quitted  that  person,  Leadbeater  arrested 
him,  taking  him  by  the  collar  or  the  coat,  and  keeping 
bold  of  him  until  he  bad  lodged  him  in  the  Granby.    That 
is  proved  by  the  evidence  of  eye-witnesses.     It  had  been 
proved  before  that  the  defendant  Pearson  was  the  sheriff's 
officer;  that  the  warrant  was  directed  to  him  and  to  Wat- 
tnough;  that  Leadbeater  and  Watmough  were  his  assist- 
ants ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  kept  at  the  Granby  till 
the  next  morning,  when  he  was   taken   by  the  Amiiy 
coach  to  the  county  gaol  by  Wuinumgh :  and  that  Pearson 
stood  by  and  looked  on  when  the  plaintiff  was  mounted 
upon  the  coach ;  but  it  was  then  contended,  that  the  evi- 
dence did  not  reach  Pearson.    This  was  done  to  drive  the 
plaintiff  to  call  Leadbeater  as  bis  witness.     A  plaintiff 
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ought  to  have  the  ready  means  of  suing  the  officer  of  the  S*ch.  of  Pleat, 
law  who  executes  process  either  on  his  person  or  bis  ^  '   ^ 

goods.    By  the  manoeuvres  of  the  sheriff's  officer^  a  plain-     dcwhirst 
tiff  is  frequently  put  into  difficuhy  upon  this  subject;  and      pearson. 
I  have  witnessed  great  injustice,  from  a  plaintiff  being  com- 
peUed  to  put  into  the  witness  box  the  officer  himself,  who 
bas  been  the  real  and  substantial,  though  not  the  nominal 
defendant;  and  who  has,  under  the  influence  of  the  in- 
terest  which  he  had  in  the  cause,  defeated  the  plaintiff's 
case.     Leadbeaier  was  then  called  by  the  plaintiff;  and 
Leadbeater  proved  that  he  arrested  the  plaintiff  by  the 
order  of  Pearson;  that  Pearson  knew  of  the  arrest  imme- 
diately afler  it  was  made ;  and  that  he  was  taken  to  the 
Granby.     By  this  evidence,  the  onus  of  the  proof  that 
the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  Granby  with  his  free  and 
voluntary  consent  was  thrown  upon  the  defendant.     The 
defendant  attempted   to  make  that  out  by  the  further 
evidence  of  Leadbeaier.     Leadbeater,  on  his  further  ex* 
amination,   says:   'M  went  up  to  him^  and  said^  ^  You 
must  go  with  me  to  the  Granby.^    He  said,  '  Very  well.* 
I  took  hold  of  him  {Pearson  having  given  me  charge 
to  take  care  of  him) ;  he  made  no  objection  to  the  Gran* 
by:  he  did  not  ask  to  go  to  any  other  house."    This 
18  dictation  on  the  one  hand,  and  submission  on  the 
other;  and  this  submission  is,  in  my  opinion,  something 
very  different  from  what  the  statute  meant  by  free  and 
voluntary  consent;  it  is  nothing  like  the  free  and  volun- 
tary consent  of  a  man  who  is  to  have  an  option,  and 
who,  I  think  further,  is  to  be  apprized  that  he  has  that 
option.     This  is  a  species  of  case  in  which  the  knowledge 
is  all  on  one  side,  and  in  which  the  legislature  has  con- 
templated the  ignorance  of  the  person  arrested  as  deserv- 
ing of  especial  protection.     This  appears  by  the  Srd  sec- 
tion— '*  And  to  the  intent  that  no  person  may  suffer  by 
reason  of  his  ignorance  of  the  provisions  made  by  this  act, 
be  it  enacted,  that  the  sheriff  shall  deliver  a  printed  copy 
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■E"**-^  i**™*,  of  the  clauses  to  the  officer  who  shall  arrest  any  person, 
■-      ^'    '     and  shall  make  it  part  of  the  condition  of  his  bond  that  he 
DiwBiBit     sliall  and  will  shew  and  delirer  a  copy  of  the   said  cUuses 
PcjtBioH.      to  every  person  he  shall  arrest  and  carry  or  go  with  to  any 
public  or  other  house  where  liquor  is  sold,  and  shall  and 
will  permit  every  snch  person  who  shall  be  so  arrested,  or 
any  friend  for  him,  to  read  over  the  same   clauses  before 
any  liquor  shall  be  called  for.   And  in  case  an  officer  shall 
offend  against  the  premises,  besides  the  breach  of  the  se< 
curity  bond,  every  such  oflence  shall  be  deemed  a  misde- 
meanor." 

It  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  officer  is  compellable  to 
produce  the  printed  clauses  before  he  has  taken  his  pri- 
soner to  the  public-house,  but  be  is  not  to  take  him  to  the 
public-house  without  his  free  and  voluntary  consent.  A 
submission  to  the  direction  of  an  officer  who  has  him  by 
the  collar,  is,  in  my  opinion,  very  unhke  a  free  and  volun- 
tary consent. 

The  second  point  in  this  cause  arises  on  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  same  clause  in  the  act — "  nor  shall  carry  any 
such  person  ti>  any  gaol  or  prison  within  four-and-twenty 
hours  from  the  time  of  such  arrest,  unless  such  person 
so  arrested  shall  refuse  to  be  carried  to  some  safe  and  con- 
venient dwelling-house  of  his  own  nomination  or  appoint- 
ment, &c.;  and  then  and  in  every  such  case  it  ahall  be 
lawful  for  tlie  sheriff  to  convey  or  carry  the  person  so  ar- 
rested, and  refusing  to  be  carried  to  such  safe  and  con- 
venient dwelling-house,  to  such  gaol  or  prison  as  he  may 
be  sent  to,"  &c.  The  jury  found,  and  rightly,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  sent  off  within  the  twenty-four  houra.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  twenty-four  hours  commence  at 
the  sending  off  or  at  the  depositing  in  prison.  What  is  the 
object  in  ^ving  this  delay?  It  is,  to  enable  the  debtor  to 
give  an  appearance  or  bail,  or  to  agree  with  the  person 
at  whose  suit  he  is  arrested ;  if  the  defendant's  construc- 
tion be  the  true  one,  and  the  arrest  shall  take  place  sixty, 
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or  seventy,  or  eighty  miles  from  the  county  town,  he  may  ^^\^/^*^* 
be  sent  off  instantly  on  his  arrest,  and  then  be  is  deprived  ^  ^ 

of  all  opportunity  of  procuring  bail  or  agreeing  with  the      Dbwhirst 
plaintiff;  this  would  be  giving  a  strained  construction  to      Pearson. 
the  words,  which  would  totally  defeat  the  object  of  the  act. 
The  carrying  must  mean   the  beginning  to  carry — the 
debtor  is  to  have  the  whole  twenty-four  hours  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  bail  or  agreeing  with  the  person  at 
whose  suit  he  is  arrested,  and  whether  he  is  taken  away 
at  the  end  of  one  hour  or  twenty-three  hours,  the  officer 
incurs  the  penalty— he  is  not  to  abridge  him  of  a  minute* 
It  has  been  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that, 
because  the  plaintiff  did  not  nominate  any  other  place,  he 
refused  to  nominate.    Before  he  can  refuse  the  proposition, 
it  must  be  made;  the  proposition  was  never  made,  and  he 
never  did  refuse.     Here  again,  the  defendant  has  had  the 
benefit  of  Leadbeater^s  evidence,  and  he  has  not  ventured 
to  state  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  nominate,  or  that  he 
ever  informed  him  he  had  any  choice  upon  the  subject.    I 
have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  penalty  has  been  incurred. 
The  point  taken  by  my  brother  Adams,  that  the  defendant 
is  not  liable  for  sending  the  plaintiff  off  by  the  Amity 
coach,  because  that  was  the  act  of  Waimough  alone,  ap- 
pears to  ttie  not  to  be  sustainable  on  a  correct  view  of  the 
evidence.    I  will  not  say  that  an  action  might  not  have  been 
brought  against  Waimough,'   but  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  action  lies  against  Pearson — Pearson  is  the  princi- 
pal, Leadbeater  BXiA  Waimough  are  his  assistants — Wat- 
mougVs  name  is  put  into  the  warrant;  but  Pearson  sets 
Leadbeaier  (whose  name  is  not  in  the  warrant)  to  execute 
the  warrant,  and  not  in   his  presence;   Pearson  directs 
Leadbeaier  in  what  manner  the  warrant  is  to  be  executed ; 
the  execution  of  it  is  reported  to  him  directly  after.  About 
the  time  the  Amiiy  arrives,  Leadbeaier  delivers  the  plain* 
tiff  to  Waimough,  and  Waimough  takes  him  by  the  coach 


S81<  CASES  IN  THE  BXCIIEQUECR, 

Bxeh.o/ Pleat,  cases  where  the  party  is  by  law  compellable   to  receive 
i..^^..—/     the  goodi.     The  pririlege  of  lien  arose  from  the  same 
Adjhb        cause.     In  Francis  v.  Wyatt  the  carriage  was   not  pri- 
Grjihe.       vileged,  because  the  livery-stable  keeper  was  not  bound  to 
receive  it.     [Lord  Lyndkurit,  C.  B. — Is  a  tailor  bound  to 
receive  cloth  sent  to  bim  to  make  clothes.]     Yes.     £very 
person  exercising  a  common  trade  was  so  bound  at  com- 
mon law.     Year  Book,  23  Ed.  4,  40;  Bro.  Ab.  />u.  pL  57 ; 
Roll.  Abr.  Distress,  668,  pi.  12 ;    Co.  Litt.  47.  a.   shew 
that  the  privilege  in  question  applies  only  to  casea  where 
the  goods  are  in  the  place  by  authority  of  law.     Ijord 
Coke  there  says — "  Valuable  things  shall  not  be  distrain- 
ed for  benefit  and  maintenance  of  trade,  which  are  there 
by  authority  of  law"    The  auctioneer  is  not  bound  to  sell 
the  goods;  neither  is  he  a  trader.     The  goods  are  sent  to 
the  auctioneer's  on  a  private  contract,  as  it  was  said  in 
Francis  v.  Wyatt — "  This  distinction  between  the  prirate 
contract  of  the  parties  and  the  general  authority  of  the  law 
is  warranted  by  the  cose  of  the  hosteler  (a)"  The  exemption 
applies  only  in  cases  where,  under  the  old  law,  there  would 
be  a  lien.     In  every  case  before  Gilman  v.  Elton,  where 
the  privilege  has  l>een  allowed,  the  party  was  compellable 
by  law  to  receive  the  goods,  and  would  have  had  a  lien. 
\JBayley,  B. — In  Thompson  v.  Meshiter  it  was  held,  that 
goods  landed  at  a  wharf  and  deposited  by  a  factor  to  whom 
they  were  consigned  in  a  warehouse  on  the  wharf  till  an 
opportunity  for  sale  should  present  itself,  are  not  dtstrain- 
able  for  rent  due  in  respect  of  the  wharf  and  warehouse.] 
That  was  decided  on  the  authority  of  Gilman  v.  Elton. 
It  merely  followed  that  case;  and  that  case  was  decided 
on  the  express  ground  of  being  in  the  usual  course  of  a 
public  trade.     [Bayley,  B. — This  is  in  the  usual  course  of 
an  auctioneer's  business.     Suppose  I  send  com  to  a  mill 
to  be  ground  on  a  special  contract  for  payment  at  the  end 

(fl)  Yeh.  66. 
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a  landlord  has  a  right  to  distrain  all  goods  that  he  finds  Mt^h,  of  Pieat^ 
on  the  demised  premises,  and  it  lies  upon  the  party  claim- 
ing the  exemption  to  shew  that  the  goods  seized  as  a  dis- 
tress are  privileged.     The  cases  in  which  the  privilege 
has  been  allowed  have  always  proceeded  on  the  extensive 
ground  of  public  conveniencci  and  for  the  benefit  of  gene* 
ral  trade,  and  not  for  the  protection  of  any  particular  or 
individual  trade.     In  Francis  v.  Wyail  (a)  the  Court  were 
of  opinion  that  a  carriage  standing  at  a  livery  stable  keeper's 
was  not  privileged  from  distress,  because  the  trade  of  a 
livery  stable  keeper  was  not  a  public  trade,  and  was  not 
for  the  necessary  advancement  of  general  trade.    [Bayley^ 
B. — If  I  am  not  mistaken,  one  ground  of  that  decision  was> 
that  the  carriage  was  staying  there  for  a  permanencyy-and 
80  occupying  the  premises  for  which  the  rent  was  payable.] 
So,  in  Wood  v.  Clarke  (6),  where  all  the  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject were  brought  before  the  Court,  it  was  held,  that  a 
frame  delivered  by  the  manufacturer  to  the  weaver,  to^ 
gether  with  the  materials,  for  the  purpose  of  being  used 
in  the  weaver's  house  in  the  manufacture  of  such  materials, 
was  not  privileged  from  distress,  because  it  was  not  ne-> 
cessary  for  the  protection  of  trade  that  such  privilege 
should  exist.    The  several  grounds  of  exemption  are  stat* 
ed  in  Co.  LUi.  47.  a.,  where  it  is  said — '*  Valuable  things 
shall  not  be  distrained  for  rent,  for  benefit  and  maintenance 
of  trade,  which,  by  consequent,  are  for  the  common  wealthy 
and  are  there  by  authority  of  law ;  as  a  horse  in  a  smith's 
shop  shall  not  be  distrained  for  the  rent  issuing  out  of 
the  shop ;  nor  the  horse,  &c.  in  the  hostry ;  nOr  the  ma- 
terials in  the  weaver's  shop  for  making  of  cloth ;  nor  cloth 
or  garments  in  a  tailor's  shop ;  nor  sacks  of  corn  or  meal 
in  a  mil],  nor  in  a  market;   nor  any  thing  distrained  for 
damage  feasant,  for  it  is  in  custody  of  law ;  and  the  like.*' 
So,  Sir  fV,  Blacksione^  in  his  Commentaries  (c)  says — 

(«)  3  Barr.  1498;  1  Sir  W.  Bl.  483.      (6)  I  Cr.  &  J.  484.      (r)  8  Vol. 8. 
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^w*-^^*""*  "  Valuable  things  in  the  way  of  trade  shall  not  be  liable 
N*.^^.....^  to  distress,  as  a  horse  standing  in  a  smith's  shop  to  be 
Adams  shoed,  or  in  a  common  inn,  or  cloth  at  a  tailor's  house,  or 
Qrane.  corn  sent  to  a  mill  or  market,  for  all  these  are  protected 
and  privileged  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  are  supposed, 
in  common  presumption,  not  to  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
house,  but  to  his  customers."  The  exemption  is  allowed 
only  where  the  withholding  it  would  produce  a  manifest 
injury  to  trade,  as  com  sent  to  a  mill  to  be  ground,  for 
there  it  is  essentially  necessary  for  the  benefit  of  trade  and 
public  convenience  that  such  privilege  should  exist.  The 
language  of  the  cases  always  puts  it  on  the  benefit  to  trade 
and  commerce  in  a  large  sense;  and  in  all  cases  where  the 
exemption  is  allowed,  great  injury  and  injustice  would  be 
done  if  such  privilege  were  not  allowed*  In  all  these  cases 
the  public  must  necessarily  send  their  goods  to  the  trader, 
as  a  farmer  must  send  his  corn  to  a  miU,  or  cloth  to  a 
tailor,  or  a  horse  to  a  farrier  s,  for  it  would  be  idle  to  sup- 
pose that  he  must  have  a  mill  on  his  own  ground,  or  that  he 
should  make  his  own  coat,  or  shoe  his  own  horse.  Be- 
sides^  the  common  presumption  is»  that  the  corn  belongs 
not  to  the  miller,  but  to  his  customers.  But  this  presump* 
tion  alone  would  not  form  a  sufficient  ground  of  exemp- 
tion. In  the  case  of  the  livery  stable  keeper,  every  one 
n^ust  know  from  common  experience  that  the  carriages 
are  not  the  property  of  the  livery  stable  keeper.  The 
presumption  that  the  landlord  must  know  that  the  goods 
are  not  the  property  of  his  tenant  is  only  one  point 
of  exemption.  In  Gilmam  Y.Ebom{a)  it  was  held,  that 
ipods  of  the  principal  in  the  hands  of  the  factor  could 
not  be  distrained  by  the  landlord  of  the  factor's  premises. 
The  Chief  Justice  there^  in  giving  judgment,  refers  to 
what  Mr.  Justice  AsUkmrsi  said  in  Gortom  v.  Faiiner  (6) 
— *'The  exceptions  out  of  the  general  rule  are  all  of 

(«)  3B.  &  B.  75.  (h)  4  Term  Rep.  6€B;  3  B.&  B.^. 
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thereforei  that  there  is  nothing  in  that  objection.     That  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
brings  us  back^  therefore,  to  the  case  of  Gilman  v.  Elton;  ^ 

and  I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  grounds  there  laid  down,  and        Adams 
which  have  been  since  uniformly  acted  upon,  that  the        grane. 
goods  in  this  case  were  not  liable  to  be  taken  for  distress 
for  the  rent. 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.    The 
first  question  is,  whether  goods  in  the  hands  of  an  auc- 
tioneer,  upon   the  premises  of  the  auctioneer,  for  the 
purpose  of  sale  by  the  auctioneer,  are  or  are  not  pri- 
vileged from  being  distrained  for  the  rent  arising  due  in 
respect  of  the  auction  rooms ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
they  are  privileged:  and  I  think  that  they  are  privileged, 
because  it  is  for  the  convenience  and  benefit  of  trade  and 
the  general  common  wealth.     The  privilege  in  question 
has  been  established  for  a  very  considerable  period  of  time. 
Lord  Coke  treats  of  it  as  being  well  known,  and  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  exemption,  according  to  him,  is,  that  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  trade.   Among  other  instances  put  by  him  is  the 
instance  of  **  goods  going  to  a  fair  or  market."  Now,  why 
should  they  be  privileged?  They  are  privileged  because  in- 
ierest  reipublicce  that  buyer  and  seller  should  be  brought 
together,  that  a  man  should  have  an  opportunity  of  going 
to  sojpe  particular  place  to  which  goods  might  be  brought 
for  the  purpose  of  sale;  and  therefore  it  is  one  of  the  old 
established  principles,  that  goods  on  their  way  to  a  fair, 
or  on  their  way  to  market,  shall  be  privileged,  for  the  be- 
nefit which  results  to  the  public  from  there  being  a  settled 
place  at  which  the  articles  may  be  bought.     It  is  highly 
beneficial  to  the  manufacturers  of  goods,  to  the  handy- 
craft-men,  and  to  many  others,  who  are  encouraged  to 
make  goods  at  their  own  premises  by  the  facility  in  dispos- 
ing of  them.  Where  will  they  be  likely  to  dispose  of  them? 
Why,  at  those  places  to  which  purchasers  will  from  time 
to  time  resort;  they  will  resort  to  a  fair  or  to  a  market; 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  and  therefore  the  privilege  and  the  exemption  from  dis- 
tress at  that  place  is  of  great  importance  to  the  per- 
son who  is  the  proprietor  or  the  original  manufacturer 
of  the  goods.  The  privilege  has  from  time  to  time 
been  extended  according  to  new  modes  of  dediing  es- 
tablished between  parties;  and  one  of  the  modern  modes 
is  the  case  of  a  factor:  and  I  should  observe  what  is  no- 
ticed by  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone  in  his  Commentaries,  that 
there  is  no  hardship  in  the  privilege  which  is  allowed  to 
exist  in  these  cases,  because  the  privilege  generally  arises 
to  goods  which  no  one  could  suppose  to  be  the  property  of 
the  individual  from  whom  the  rent  was  due.  The  rent  is 
due  in  respect  of  premises,  for  the  hiring  of  which  the 
person  who  acts  in  that  place  is  the  person  amenable  for 
the  rent;  and  if  you  were  to  seize  the  goods  of  a  third 
person,  you  would  enforce  payment  not  from  the  man  who 
had  contracted  to  pay  but  from  a  perfect  stranger,  and 
in  reality  you  would  be  taking  the  goods  of  one  man  to 
pay  the  debt  of  another.  The  case  of  a  factor  is  a  case 
strongly  analogous  to  the  case  in  question;  and  the  two 
cases  which  have  been  mentioned  of  Thompson  v.  Methiter 
and  Gilman  v.  Elton,  establish  the  position,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  factor  the  goods  of  the  principal  on  the  premises 
of  the  factor  are  exempted  from  distress  for  rent  issuing 
out  of  the  premises  in  which  the  goods  are  deposited, 
and  yet  those  goods  are,  generally  speaking,  deposited  for  a 
much  greater  period  of  time  than  goods  at  an  auction  room. 
But  why  are  they  protected  ?  Why,  interest  reipubUca 
(to  use  the  same  expression  a  second  time),  that  the  goods 
of  the  principal  should  find  their  way  to  a  place  where 
there  will  be  a  resort  for  sale;  and  if  you  have  goods  in 
the  hands  of  a  factor,  you  will  be  more  likely  to  sell  those 
goods,  because  the  factor's  premises  will  be  a  place  of 
resort  for  those  very  persons  who  have  occasion  for 
goods  in  which  that  factor  deals.  Now,  what  is  an  auc- 
tioneer?   In  substance  he  is  a  species  of  factor;  but,  whe- 
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ther  a  species  of  factor  or  not,  it  is  his  business  to  bring  ExeK  of  PUas, 
together  buyer  and  seller    The  seller  is  desirous,  and  in  ^ 

many  instances  it  is  essential,  that  the  goods  should  be        Adams 
sold  on  premises  belonging  to  the  auctioneer,  and  not  on       Orane. 
the  premises  of  the  owner  of  the  goods.     The  premises 
belonging  to  the  owner  may  be  at  a  place  of  no  great  re- 
soTty  and  may  be  at  a  distance  from  the  place  where  cus- 
tomers would  be  likely  to  come.    It  may  be  that  they  be- 
long to  persons  who  have  premises  of  considerable  value, 
and  in  which  it  would  be  inconvenient  that  an  auction 
should  take  place.    Nothing,  therefore,  is  more  common, 
than  that  the  goods  which  are  intended  for  sale  by  auction, 
should  be  sent  to  the  auctioneer  for  sale;  and  then  the 
public  have  the  opportunity  of  buying  those  goods  at  a 
moderate  rate^  that  rate  being  influenced  of  course  by  the 
competition  which  will  there  occur;  but  the  seller  has  the 
opportunity  of  bringing  his  goods  to  an  almost  certain 
market*    In  reality,  the  auctioneer  is  the  medium  by  which 
buyer  and  seller  are  brought  together;  and  that  is^  as  it 
seems  to  me,  one  of  the  foundations  upon  which  this  pri- 
vilege is  to  be  allowed.  But  it  is  said,  that,  though  goods 
in  the  hands  of  an  auctioneer  in  general  may  be  protected, 
yet  that  these  particular  goods  ought  not  to  be  protected; 
for  that  this  was  a  mock  auction?   How  is  this  a  mock  auc*' 
tion?  It  is  said  to  be  so,  because  the  goods  were  described 
in  a  handbill  as  being  goods  sold  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
under  an  assignment  or  bill  of  sale.   There  is  no  proof  that 
the  advertisement  was  prepared  at  the  instance  of  the 
owner  of  these  goods,  or  that  he  knew  that  any  such  bill 
had  been  issued.  That,  however,  is  a  question  not  between 
the  owner  of  the  premises  and  the  proprietor  of  the  goods, 
but  between  him  and  the  roan  who  may  bid  for  and  be- 
come the  purchaser  of  those  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale ; 
and>  therefore,  it  would  be  most  unjust,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
that  the  circumstances  which  exist  in  this  case  should  de- 
prive the  goods  in  question  of  that  protection,  which,  ge- 
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Mxch.  ofPUoi,  nerally  speaking,  the  law  would  give  them.     The  party 

^         '  >     means  to  sell  his  goods,  and  does  effectually  sell  his  goods; 

Adams        and,  although  the  practice  of  puffing  may  vacate  the  con- 

am 

Geanb.  tract,  as  between  the  owner  of  the  goods  and  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  auction,  yet,  as  it  seems  to  me,  it  doe^  not 
give  the  proprietor  of  the  premises  a  right  to  seize  and 
distrain  such  goods.  It  was  suggested  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  that  if  the  case  were  to  be  considered  as 
depending  on  the  question  of  public  convenience,  the  de- 
fendant ought  to  have  had  the  opinion  of  the  jury  on  that 
point,  and  that  it  was  a  question  to  be  put  to  them  for 
their  consideration;  but,  as  it  seems  to  me,  it  was  a  pure 
question  of  law ;  whether  a  matter  is  or  is  not  of  general 
public  convenience,  is  not  in  each  particular  case  to  be  left 
to  the  consideration  of  a  jury;  but  it  is  in  the  breast  of  the 
Judges,  who  are  to  form  their  judgment,  not  on  an  insu- 
lated case,  but  on  general  principle.  It  is  on  the  ground 
of  general  public  convenience,  that  I  am  of  opinion,  that> 
in  this  case,  these  goods  were  privileged  from  distress  for 
rent. 

Vauoman,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  All  goods 
and  chattels  which  are  not  affixed  to  the  freehold  are,  pri- 
rndfacte^  when  found  on  the  demised  premises,  liable  to 
be  distrained  for  rent.  Upon  this  general  rule,  as  is  well 
known,  many  exceptions  have  been  ingrafted ;  those  are 
found  particularly  enumerated  in  the  case  of  Simpson  v. 
Harcourtj  in  fVilles*  Reports;  some  of  the  exemptions 
there  mentioned  are  exemptions  sub  moch,  and  others  are 
absolute;  and  among  those  that  are  absolute  is  the  exemp- 
tion in  question.  In  Gilbert  on  Distress,  35,  it  is  said,  that 
valuable  things  in  the  way  of  trade  are  not  liable  to  dis- 
tress, as  horses  standing  at  a  smith's  shop  to  be  shod, 
or  at  a  common  inn,  or  cloth  sent  to  a  tailor's  shop,  or 
com  sent  to  a  mill  or  market ;  for  all  these  are  privileged 
and  protected  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  are  supposed. 
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by  common  presumption,  not  to  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  ^'^\^^^^* 
house,  but  to  his  customers.    Now,  these  instances,  which  -* 

Chief  Baron  Gilbert  mentions  in  the  chapter  I  have  alluded  Adams 
to,  are  taken  from  Coie  upon  Littleton^  47.  a.,  where  they  oranb. 
are  enumerated;  but  I  take  them  to  be,  not  an  enumera- 
tion of  all  the  instances  to  which  the  privilege  is  extended, 
but  to  be  mentioned  by  way  of  illustration;  and  that  we 
must  look  to  the  principle,  in  deciding  whether  any  par- 
cular  instance  falls  within  the  exemption.  Now,  what  is 
the  principle?  In  the  case  of  Gisborne  v.  Hurst ^  the  rule 
was  laid  down  with  a  great  degree  of  correctness,  and  it 
has  been  acted  on  in  all  the  Courts  in  Tf^estminster-Hall 
whenever  this  question  has  arisen.  The  rule,  as  laid  down 
in  that  case,  and  adopted  afterwards  in  Gilmafi  v.  Elton^ 
and  all  the  subsequent  cases,  is,  that  wherever  goods  were 
delivered  to  a  person  carrying  on  a  public  trade  or  em- 
ployment, to  be  carried,  wrought,  or  managed  in  the  way 
of  trade,  they  should  be  privileged.  It  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  those  words  are  to  be  scanned  with  any  critical 
nicety.  I  should  be  disposed,  certainly,  rather  to  enlarge 
than  to  narrow,  or  cripple  in  any  manner,  the  construc- 
tion of  the  words  '*  carried,  wrought,  or  managed  in  the 
way  of  trade  or  employment."  It  was  contended,  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant,  that  we  ought  to  look  at  the  prin- 
ciple, and  to  see  on  what  it  depended ;  and  that,  from  the 
earlier  cases,  it  appeared  to  depend  altogether  on  the  obli- 
gation of  the  party  to  receive  the  goods ;  which  obligation,  it 
was  insisted,  gave  him  the  right  to  a  lien  on  the  goods ;  and 
that  such  obligation  was  the  foundation  of  the  privilege.  It 
is  not  important  to  the  present  inquiry  what  might  original- 
ly have  been  the  foundation  of  the  privilege,  but  it  has  ob^ 
tained  now  so  long,  that  we  have  lost  sight  of  what  is  called 
the  original  foundation  of  it;  and  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
general  principle,  that  the  privilege  exists  in  favour  of  com- 
merce, trade,  and  public  convenience.  It  appears  to  me, 
therefore,  that  this  falls  within  all  the  cases.  They  were 
very  much  reviewed  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Clarke^  which 
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^xch,  rf  Pleat,  was  alluded  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument;  there  the  rule 
v....^^,.J.^  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  with  the  acquiescence 
Adams  of  the  whoIe  Court;  and  all  the  cases  were  then  cited,  and 
Grane.  the  principle  I  have  alluded  to  was  there  recognised  and  con- 
firmed. I  should  have  great  diflSculty  in  saying  that  there 
is  any  distinction  between  the  present  case  and  the  case 
of  a  factor:  goods  are  deposited  with  the  factor  for  the 
purpose  of  sale,  and,  I  believe,  the  common  course  of  all 
auctioneers  is  to  receive  goods  and  charge  so  much  for 
warehouse-room,  if  not  sold  at  the  time  and  left  there  till  a 
convenient  opportunity  for  selling  them  may  arise.  Whe- 
ther the  auctioneer  was  paid  in  the  form  of  commission,  or 
how  he  was  paid  in  this  particular  instance,  does  not  ap- 
pear. But,  were  or  were  not  the  goods  in  question  deliver- 
ed on  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  and  in  the  way 
of  his  general  employment  as  an  auctioneer?  And  is  it  not 
matter  of  great  public  convenience,  that  facility  should 
be  afforded  to  this  mode  of  disposing  of  goods  of  every 
description?  With  respect  to  the  suggestion  of  frauds  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  in  any  manner  c(m- 
nected  with  any  fraud.  The  auctioneer  takes  a  variety  of 
goods  of  different  persons ;  and  they  seem  to  be  all  equally 
privileged  if  they  go  there  for  the  purpose  of  sale;  it  is  im- 
possible for  the  landlord  to  suppose  that  the  auctioneer  is 
dealing  with  those  goods,  or  managing  them,  as  if  they 
were  his  own.  Under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
I  think  that  we  should  very  much  restrict  the  rule,  which 
has  been  too  long  established  now  to  be  broken  in  upon,  if 
we  were  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion^  that  these  goods  on  the 
premises  of  the  auctioneer  for  the  purpose  of  sale  were  not 
privileged  from  distress. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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the  said  E.  T.  for  his  contempt,  &c.,  and  directed  to  Ezch.  of  Pieas, 

1833 
the  defendant^  whereby  &c.  (setting  out  the  attachment).  ^ 

It  then  stated  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  the       Blower 

arrest,  and  the  escape,  as  in  the  first  count.  Holus. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue — not  guiky.     . 

At  the  trial  before  Gurney^  B.,  at  the  Monmouthshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1832,  the  plaintiff  put  in,  and  proved, 
examined  copies  of  the  decree  and  the  Master's  certificate, 
whereby  the  costs  were  certified  to  amount  to  381/.  4«. 
He  produced  the  subpcena  requiring  Thomas  to  pay  the 
costs,  proved  a  demand  and  refusal  of  the  costs,  the  order 
for  an  attachment  to  issue  for  non*payment,  the  issuing  of 
the  attachment,  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant,  the 
arrest  of  Thomtis  thereon,  and  his  subsequent  escape*  It 
was  then  objected^  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, ^r«/,  that 
the  decree  was  inadmissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of 
the  bill  and  answer;  and,  secondly  ^  that  the  plaintiff  had 
given  no  sufficient  evidence  in  support  of  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration  that  a  suit  had  been  and  was  depending  be- 
tween Thomas  and  the  plaintiff.  The  learned  Judge  over- 
ruled the  objections,  and  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury, 
reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit, if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  objections 
were  valid.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff— damages 
200/. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  by  the  Solicitor-Ge- 
neral to  enter  a  nonsuit  according  to  the  leave  reserved, 
and  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  damages  were 
excessive — 

Maule,  and  R.  C.  Nicholl,  now  shewed  cause.  With 
reference  to  the  first  point,  whether  an  examined  copy  of 
the  decree  could  be  received  in  evidence,  without  pro- 
ducing the  bill  and  answer,  it  is  submitted  that  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible  and  sufficient.  The  objection  seems 
to  have  arisen  from  confounding  the  case  of  a  decree, 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  which  is  the  act  and  proceeding  of  the  Court,  with  that  of 

depositions  which  are  of  quite  a  different  nature.  It  is 
true  that  depositions  cannot  be  read,  without  first  proving 
the  bill  and  answer,  because,  in  order  that  they  may  be 
evidence,  it  must  appear  that  they  are  material  to  the  issue 
raised  in  the  suit  in  which  they  are  given  in  evidence;  and 
their  materiality  can  only  appear  by  the  bill  and  answer, 
though  in  fact  sworn  to  by  the  witnesses ;  they  may  be 
perfectly  extrajudicial,  which  a  sentence  or  decree  cannot 
be*  Trowel  v.  Castle  (a),  and  Wheeler  v.  Louth  (6),  will  be 
relied  on  by  the  defendant ;  but  the  former  case  is  so  con- 
fused and  contradictory  in  itself,  as  to  be  an  authority 
neither  way,  and  what  was  said  on  the  subject  in  the  latter 
case,  seems  to  have  been  a  mere  obiter  dictum,  and  per- 
fectly extrajudicial;  nor  does  it  appear  distinctly  in  that 
case,  whether  the  Court,  when  they  said  that  the  sentence 
would  be  sufficient  upon  the  libel  and  answer  being  pro- 
duced, were  speaking  of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence 
or  its  sufficiency  to  prove  the  facts  in  issue.  [Baylef/i  B. 
—In  Trowel  v.  Ctutle,  the  decree  was  produced  to  shew 
a  custom,  and  then  it  might  be  necessary  that  the  bill 
should  be  produced  to  shew  what  the  issue  raised  on  the 
custom  was*]  Lord  Thanet  v.  Patterson  (c)  is  in  point: 
it  is  there  said,  that  "  if  a  party  wants  to  avail  himself  of 
the  decree  only,  and  not  of  the  answer  or  depositions,  the 
decree,  being  under  the  seal  of  the  Court  and  enrolled, 
may  be  given  in  evidence  without  producing  the  bill  and 
answer.'*  [Bayley,  B. — ^What  would  the  bill  and  answer 
prove,  if  produced?  What  does  it  signify  for  this  pur- 
pose, whether  it  were  a  suit  for  tithes  or  not?]  Jones  v. 
Randall  (d)  is  an  authority  to  shew  as  well  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  evidence,  as  that  it  was  sufficient  proof  of  the 


(a)  1  Keble,  2 1 ,  E.  T.  J  3  Car.  2.      N.  P.  235. 

(b)  Com.  Dig.  "  Evid."  c.  1.  (</)  Cowp.  17. 

(c)  K.  B.  E.  T.  12  Geo.  2,  B. 
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allegation  that  a  suit  had  been  pending.     That  was  an  Exch,  of  PUas, 
action  on  a  wager,  whether  a  decree  in  Chancery  would  '   ^ 

be  reversed  on  appeal ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  pre-  Blower 
vious  proceedings  were  not  shewn,  but  the  decree  only;  hollis. 
the  Court,  however,  held,  that  as  the  issue  was,  whether 
a  decree  would  be  reversed,  proof  of  the  decree  and  re- 
versal was  clearly  sufficient.  Now,  as  nothing  is  a  decree 
which  is  not  made  in  a  cause  pending,  the  decree  itself 
must  have  been  taken  as  proof  that  a  cause  was  pending. 
Judgments  in  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts  are 
analogous  to  decrees  in  Chancery;  and  it  is  the  con- 
stant practice  to  admit  them  in  evidence,  without  proof  of 
the  libel  and  answer.  Thus,  in  the  recent  case  of  Dal* 
gleish  V.  Hodgson  (a),  the  sentence  of  a  foreign  prize 
court  was  read  without  the  previous  proceedings.  So, 
the  probate  of  a  will,  in  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
only  appears,  is  always  received  in  evidence  without  proof 
of  the  application  for  the  same  by  the  party  propounding 
the  will.  If  it  be  true,  that  the  grounds  of  the  decree 
must  be  shewn,  the  argument  should  be  carried  farther 
and  extended  to  all  the  grounds,  viz.  to  all  the  deposi- 
tions as  well  as  the  bill  and  answer^  which  would  be  quite 
absurd. 

Secondly. — The  mere  order  for  the  attachment,  and  the 
fact  of  the  writ  having  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  order, 
afforded  in  themselves,  without  the  aid  of  the  decree, 
primd  Jacie  evidence  in  support  of  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration  that  a  suit  had  been  pending/  because  it  can- 
not be  presumed  that  the  process  of  the  Court  improvide 
emanavit;  Nightingale  y.  Wilcoxon{b);  and  which  must 
have  been  the  case,  had  the  order  been  made,  and  the 
writ  been  issued  without  there  having  been  a  previous  suit 
pending.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  contended,  that  the  bill 
and  answer  are  the  best  evidence  for  this  purpose,  and 

(o)  5  M.  &  p.  407 ;  S.a7  Bing.  496.  (6)  10  B.  &  C.  216. 
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Erch,  of  Pieast  sliould.  therefore,  have  been  proved.     But  the  answer  to 
1833. 
*-  such  an  argument  is,  that  although  the  bill  and  answer 

Blower  themselves  are  the  best  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
HoLus.  bill  and  answer,  and  of  the  nature  of  the  suit  that  was 
pending^  yet  they  are  not  the  best  evidence  of  the  fact  of 
there  having  been  a  bill  and  answer,  and  of  there  having 
been  a  suit  pending;  Rex  v.  Holy  Trituty{a)f  Baker  y. 
Jarratt  (6),  Alderson  v.  Clay  (c) ;  and  it  was  merely  for 
the  latter  purpose  that  the  evidence  was  required  here* 

Thirdly. — The  allegations  in  the  declaration,  that  a  suit 
had  been  pending  and  a  decree  made,  were  immaterial 
allegations,  and  required  no  proof;  for,  had  the  attach- 
ment been  issued  without  any  suit  having  been  previously 
pending,  or  any  decree  having  been  made,  the  defendant 
could  not  have  taken  advantage  of  the  irregularity,  inas- 
much as  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  execute  the  process  of  the 
Court  at  all  events,  even  though  it  may  be  erroneous ;  and 
the  writ  is  always  a  good  defence  for  him,  should  an  ac- 
tion for  false  imprisonment  be  brought  against  him.  Weaver 
\.  Clifford  {d),  Gold  v.  Strode  {e)y  Burton  y.  Eyre  (J).  It 
would  have  been  quite  sufficient,  had  the  declaration  com- 
menced with  a  statement  of  the  order  for  the  attachment, 
which  is  the  act  of  the  Court.  All  the  preliminary  alle- 
gations respecting  the  pendency  of  the  suit  in  equity,  and 
the  decree  there  made,  may  be  struck  out  of  the  declara- 
tion without  affecting  the  plaintiff *s  cause  of  action;  and 
whenever  such  is  the  case,  the  allegations  need  not  be 
proved.  Stoddart  v.  Palmer  {g).  Besides,  it  is  a  rule  that 
the  grounds  whereon  the  judgment  or  the  decree  of  a 
superior  Court  in  this  country  has  been  founded,  cannot 
be  inquired  into.      Walker  v.   Witter  (A),    Bromfield  v. 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  611.  (/)  Cro.  Jac.  288. 

(h)  3  B.  &  P.  143.  (g)  3  B.  &  C.  2;  4  D.  &  R. 

(c)  1  Stark.  405.  624. 

(d)  Cro.  Jac.  3.  (h)  Doug.  I. 

(e)  Carthew,  148. 
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Jones  {a).     It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  state  them;  and  Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
what  is  stated  unnecessarily,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove.         s...,^^,^..^ 

With  reference  to  the  second  point,  namely,  whether  a  BLowta 
new  trial  should  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  excessive  HolLis. 
damages;  it  is  submitted,  that,  this  being  peculiarly  a 
question  for  the  jury,  depending  on  what  they  conceived 
to  be  the  chance  of  again  catching  Thofnas^  and  it  being 
the  undoubted  province  of  the  jury  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  damages,  the  Court  will  not  weigh  them  in  a 
nice  balance,  or  interfere  by  granting  a  new  trial  unless 
the  damages  were  manifestly,  and  at  the  first  blush,  out- 
rageous and  excessive,  and  clearly  evinced  passion  or 
partiality.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  damages  were 
too  moderate,  instead  of  being  too  high.  The  body  of 
the  prisoner  was,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  plaintiff's 
satisfaction  for  his  costs,  which  had  been  ascertained  to  be 
381/.  4«./  by  losing  his  body,  the  plaintiff  had  therefore 
lost  his  satisfaction,  and  yet  the  jury  gave  him  but  200/.  In 
an  action  for  an  escape  on  mesne  process,  the  damages  are 
frequently  but  nominal;  but  this  is  a  very  different  case; 
there,  it  has  never  yet  been  ascertained  that  any  thing  is 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  non  constcU  that  he  would  have 
recovered  against  the  prisoner,  had  he  not  escaped ;  but, 
in  the  case  of  an  escape  after  judgment  at  law,  or  a  decree 
in  equity  and  the  Master's  certificate  ascertaining  the 
amount  due,  the  debt,  and  therefore  the  extent  of  the 
plaintiff's  loss,  cannot  be  disputed.  An  attachment  for 
non-payment  of  costs,  is  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  ex- 
ecution or  final  process.  It  has  been  held,  that  a  person 
in  custody  on  such  a  writ  may  be  discharged  under  the 
Lords'  Act,  which  only  applies  to  prisoners  in  execution. 
Rex  V.  Stokes  (b).  And  in  Phelps  v.  Barrett  (c),  an  at- 
tachment was  expressly  held  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  ex- 
ecution.    It  is  quite  clear,  had  the  plaintiff  sued  in  debt, 

(fl)  4  B.  &  C.  480.  (6)  Cowp.  136.  (c)  4  Price,  28. 

VOL.  I.  E  E 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  instead  of  case,    he    must    have  recovered    the   whole 

1833. 

381/.  4f.,  instead  of  the  200/.  which  the  jury  gave  him; 

and  the  form  of  action  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties* Bonqfous  v.  Walker  (a).  [Bayleif^  B. — The  action 
of  debt  is  the  remedy  for  an  escape  under  a  ca,  sa.p  and 
that  by  statute  1  72.  2,  c.  IS.]  That  statute  has  been 
construed  liberally,  and  the  present  case  is  within  the  spi- 
rit of  it.  Besides,  in  Lewis  v.  Morland{b\  an  action  of 
debt  was  brought  for  an  escape  under  an  attachment  for 
non-payment  of  costs,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  the 
form  of  action.  [Bayley^  B. — That  case  went  off  on 
another  ground,  or  the  objection,  no  doubt,  would  have 
been  taken,  and  most  likely  with  success*]  It  will  be 
said,  perhaps,  that  the  plaintiff  may  sue  out  firesh  process 
for  his  costs,  and  so  recover  them;  but  that  observation 
equally  applies  to  the  case  of  an  escape  under  a  ca.  sa.f 
the  plaintiff  may  there  have  fresh  execution,  and  yet  he 
shall  recover  his  whole  debt  from  the  sheriff. 

Talfourd^eantriu — The  decree  in  this  case  did  not  even 
recite  the  bill  and  answer.  Had  the  bill  and  answer  been 
recited  in  the  decree,  their  production  might  perhaps 
have  been  dispensed  with ;  Wheeler  v.  Louih  (e) ;  but  there 
is  no  case  in  which  it  is  held  that  a  bare  decree  in  Chan- 
cery, which  does  not  at  all  notice  the  previous  proceed- 
ings, is  in  itself  evidence.  A  judgment  at  law  is  very  dif- 
ferent ;  there,  all  the  proceedings,  pleadings,  and  verdict 
are  entered  on  the  record,  and  form  part  of  the  judgment. 
[Bayley^  B. — The  second  count  does  not  state  a  decree. 
The  Court  would  not  have  granted  the  order  for  the  at- 
tachment, unless  a  suit  had  been  pending.]  Secondly^ 
The  damages  were  excessive;  for,  in  the  first  place,  bad 
Thomas  remained  in  custody,  his  property  is  already  so 
incumbered  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  got  nothing  out 

(fl)  2T.  R.  126.        (6)  2  B.  &  A.  66.        (c)  Com.  Dig.  Ev.  c.  1. 
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of  him;  and,  in  the  next  place,  If  he  has  any  property,  Exeh.9fPka*t 
the  plaintiff  may  still  have  fresh  execution  against  it  for 
his  costs. 

Talfourd  then  stated,  that  an  offer  had  been  made  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  furnish  the  defendant  with  every 
remedy  the  plaintiff  had  against  Mr.  Thomas ,  if  the  de- 
fendant would  submit  to  the  present  verdict;  but  he  said 
that  he  could  not  agree  to  that  oflFer  without  consulting 
his  client. 

Batley,  B. — It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the 
decree  was  admissible  in  evidence  without  a  recital,  or  any 
proof  being  aflforded  of  the  bill  and  answer;  for  I  think 
that  the  order  for  the  attachment  for  non-payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  suit  is  of  itself  primd  facie  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  allegation  with  which  the  second  count  com- 
mences, that  a  suit  had  been  pending,  j*c.,  and  it  is  suflS- 
cient  if  the  evidence  maintained  either  of  the  counts. 
With  reference  to  the  damages,  I  think  that  the  offer 
made  by  the  plaintiff  is  very  fair,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  have  a  week  to  consider  of  it  (a). 

Vauohan,  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  what  has  fallen 
from  my  learned  brother.  The  damages  do  not  appear  to 
be  excessive.  Even  in  actions  for  escapes  on  mesne  pro- 
cess, the  damages  are  not  necessarily  nominal.  The  jury 
may,  with  propriety,  and  frequently  do,  give  the  whole 
amount  for  which  the  prisoner  was  arresteth 

BoLLAND  and  Gurney,  B.'s,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)  The  defendant  afterwards      and  the  rule  was  discharged  un- 
refused  to  accede  to  the  proposal,     conditionally. 


E  E  S 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1833. 

Pennington  v,  Healey. 

An  administra-  UEBT  on  bond  against  the  defendant,  as  administrator 
toVw^intcstatc,  ^^  o"®  William  Healet/f  deceased.  Plea — Plene  adminis- 
and  recovered  a  iravit.     Replication — Assets  to  be  administered. 

Terdict  against  ^ 

him;  and  the  At  the  trial  before  Park,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes 
gaol,  lubse-  fot  the  county  of  Lincoln,  it  appeared  that  the  intestate 
tioned  to^edis-  '^'^  ^'^^  residence  in  Lincolnshire,  having  between  700/. 
charged  under    and  800/,  of  ready  money  about  his  person,  with  the  in- 

the  InioWent  .  «  i.  .#         .  ▼        i  «ft^*i»     • 

Act  The  debt-  tention  of  proceeding  to  America.  In  the  year  18^,  it 
wh^ere^y^hrwai  ^^  ascertained  that  he  had  arrived  at  Liverpool  in  the 
to  be  liberated    month  of  October,  1823,  and  that,  whilst  waiting  there  for 

on  payment  of  i  .  i 

i50^,a8umieM  a  passage  to  America,  he  had  died  at  the  house  of  one 
incurred  in^he  Joncs,  a  pilot;  and  that  Jones  had,  either  during  his  ill- 
action.  The      nggg  Qp  ^f^gp  jjjg  death,  possessed  himself  of  the  money 

administrator  ^  '^  *' 

agreed  to  the  which  he  had  with  him.  The  defendant,  being  the  bro- 
liberated  the  ^^^^r  and  next  of  kin  of  the  intestate,  on  the  29th  October, 
f-^-'^VT^**^'    1825,  took  out  letters  of  administration  to  the  intestate's 

in  an  action  ' 

brought  against  effects,  swcaring  them  to  be  under  800/.,  and  commenced 

him  by  a  credi-  .  .  t  *     i 

tor  of  the  intet-  an  action  against  Jones  to  recover  the  money  taken  pos- 
norcha^abir  session  of  by  Jones.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Chester 
the^deM  ^"^ ^'^  Assizes,  in  the  Spring  of  18'26,  when  the  jury  found  aVer- 
asseto.  dict  for  the  plaintiff  for  750/.    Jones  had  been  arrested 

on  mesne  process  in  the  first  instance,  and  taken  to  Lan^ 
caster  csisHe,  where  he  was  confined  until  December^  1826. 
A  new  trial  was  moved  for  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  a  rule 
nisi  granted.  Pending  this  rule,  Jones  applied  to  take 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.  After  Jones 
had  filed  his  petition,  terms  of  compromise  were  proposed 
to  the  present  defendant  by  Jones's  friends,  according  to 
which  terms  Jones  was  to  be  liberated  on  payment  of  1^'* 
The  terms  were  accepted  by  the  defendant,  who  received 
the  150/.;  and  Jones  was  thereupon  released  from  prison 
under  the  compromise.  It  was  proved  that  the  costs  of 
the  action  against  Jones  exceeded  1 50/. 


• 
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The  jury  havinir  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant —       ^*ch.  of  PUat, 

^     ^  '^  1833. 


V. 

Hralby. 


iV.  R,  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the    penninqton 
verdict  should  not  be  set  asidci  and  a  new  trial  had.     He 
cited  Brightman  y.  Keighlet/  {a),  and  contended  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  be  charged  with  the  whole  debt  as 
assets,  he  having  discharged  Jones  from  the  same. 

AdamSy  Serjt.,  shewed  cause. — This  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Brightman  v.  Keighley,  because  there  the  exe- 
cutor chose  to  give  a  release  of  all  actions;  and  the  parties 
entitled  to  the  assets  would  thereby  be  deprived  of  their 
rights,  unless  the  executor  were  held  liable.    There,  the 
executor  was  within  age  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
the  ordinary  granted  administration  to  A.  and  J3.,  who 
administered;  and  they  had  in  their  hands,  when  the  de- 
fendant came  of  age,  600/.  of  the  goods  of  the  testator. 
The  defendant,  when  of  age,  proved  the  will,  and  then 
released  to  A,  and  B,  all  actions;  and  it  was  adjudged  to 
be  assets.     If  the  representative  voluntarily  releases  the 
debtor,  it  is,  undoubtedly,  as  though  he  recovers  assets  to 
the  amount  released.  [Bat/lei/,^, — The  executor  is  charge- 
able for  all  he  does  release,  and  for  all  he  has  received,  or 
in  the  honest  discharge  of  his  duty  might  receive.]    The 
effect  of  making  this  rule  absolute  would  be  to  prevent  a 
compromise  when  the  interest  of  the  testator's  or  intestate's 
estate  required  that  it  should  be  made.     The  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant  has  acted  fairly,  honestly,  and  bond 
Jide^  in  making  the  compromise.     To  what  amount  is  he 
chargeable,  if  at  all?     Is  it  for  the  amount  of  the  whole 
sum  for  which  the  jury  gave  their  verdict,  namely,  750/., 
or  the  sum  for  which  the  compromise  was  made?     It  is 
submitted,  that  the  defendant  is  not  chargeable,  as  he  has 
obtained  all  he  could.     The  compromise  was  in  the  fair 
and  legitimate  discharge  of  his  duty  as  administrator.    The 

(tf)  Cro.  Eliz.  43. 
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Exch.  0/  PUas,  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  pending  when  the  compromise  took 
^  '  ^    placCi  and  Jones  had  petitioned  to  take  the  benefit  of  the 
PcNMiNOTOH    Insolvent  Act;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  the  defen- 
Hbalby.      dant  did  the  best  that  he  possibly  could. 

N.  R.  Clarke,  contrA. — It  was  not  left  to  the  jury,  whe- 
ther or  no  the  compromise  was  fair  and  beneficial.     It  was 
put  to  them,  whether  it  was  fit  or  proper  that  the  defen- 
dant should  be  called  upon  to  pay  out  of  his  own  pocket, 
money  which  he  had  never  received.     It  is  submitted,  that 
the  whole  debt  was  assets.     In  the  case  in  Cro.  Eliz>,  An- 
derson, J.,  said :  "  The  doubt  was  where  it  was  uncertain 
what  the  executor  released,  and  for  that  only  an  account 
lieth ;  but  here  the  certainty  appeareth  by  the  verdict:**  and 
Periam,  J.,  said :  'Mf  an  executor  doth  release  an  account, 
and  it  is  not  certain  what  he  shall  recover,  it  is  not  assets ; 
but,  if  it  appear  or  be  proved  that  so  much  was  due,  it  is  as- 
sets.*'  So,  Wentworth,  in  speaking  of  a  devastavit,  says  {a) : 
"  If  an  executor  upon  a  bond  of  2001.  forfeited  for  payment 
of  100/.,  accept  the  principal,  or  perhaps  also  some  use, 
costs,  or  damage,  and  give  a  release  or  acquittance  of  the 
whole  forfeited  bond,  or  of  all  actions,  or  upon  record  ac- 
knowledge satisfaction  upon  judgment  had ;  this  is  a  wast- 
ing of  so  much  as  the  penal  sum  is  more  than  is  received, 
and  so  far  his  own  goods  stand  liable  to  creditors  not  sa- 
tisfied ;  and  so  doubtless  is  it,  if  he  do  but  give  up  the 
bond  having  no  judgment  on  it,  though  he  neither  make 
release,  or  acknowledge  satisfaction."    As  this  is  an  aban- 
donment of  all  claim  to  the  debt,  it  is,  upon  the  principle 
here  laid  down,  a  devastavit,  and  renders  the  adminis- 
trator liable.   In  Kniveton  v.  Latham  {b),  where  the  obligee 
had  paid  the  principal  debt  and  interest,  Berkeley,  J«» 
held,  that  the  giving  a  discharge  of  the  penalty  was  a 
devastavit,   [Bayley,  B. — Is  not  that  too  strong?]    In  Co- 

(a)  Pages  158,  159.  (6)  Cro.  Car.  490. 
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mims*s  Digest  (a),  it  is  said :  **  So  if  an  executor  release,  or  ^e*-  of  Pitat, 

.  '  1833 

acquit  the  bond,  being  forfeited.    ^Bat/ley,  B.-^The  ques-  ^ 

tion  in  this  case  is,  whether,  if  he  made  a  reasonable  com-  Pivnimoton 
promise,  and  could  not  have  got  more,  and  would  not  have  hbally. 
got  any  thing  in  all  probability  if  he  had  gone  on,  is  he 
chargeable?  The  authorities  cited  refer  to  a  release; 
but  it  may  be,  even  in  that  case,  that  they  apply  only 
to  a  release  where  the  executor  has  not  recovered  or 
been  paid  all  that  was  really  due.]  It  is  submitted,  that 
it  is  a  matter  of  strict  law.  If  the  administrator  is  en- 
titled to  any  relief,  it  is  in  a  Court  of  equity.  In  a 
note  to  Mr.  Williams's  book  on  Executors  (&),  it  is  said : 
"  Where  the  executor  delivered  up  a  bond  due  to  his  tes- 
tator, and  took  a  new  bond  with  surety  to  himself  for  the 
debt,  it  was  held,  that  this,  though  a  conversion  in  law, 
was  none  in  equity.  Armiiage  v.  Metcalfe  (c).  In  that 
case  it  was  admitted  that  at  law  the  executor  was  charged. 
In  RusselPs  case  (d),  it  was  held,  that  a  release  should  not 
bind  an  infant  executor;  because,  if  it  were  to  be  so  held, 
it  would  be  a  devastavit.  [Bat/ley ^  B. — That  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  a  compromise — a  reasonable  compro- 
mise. Is  there  any  case  where  it  has  been  held,  that,  where 
an  executor  arrests  a  debtor,  and  gets  all  he  can  from  him, 
or  is  likely  to  get,  he  makes  himself  personally  liable  (^)?] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Bayley,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  arose  on  a  plea 
o{  plene  administravit.    There  was  no  evidence,  that  the 

(a)  TiU  Administration,  {I  h)  ing,  an  executor   compounding 

(6)  Page  1108.  or  releasing  a  debt  must  answer 

(c)  1  Chan.  Cas.  74.  for  the  same,  yet,  if  it  appears 

[d)  6  Co.  27.  to  have  been  for  the  benefit  of 
(c)  In  Mr.  EdwardVaughanWU'  the  trust  estate,  it  is  an  excuse;" 

iittms^s  Treatise  on  Executors,  p.  and  cites  Blue  v.  Marshall,  3  P. 
1100,  the  learned  author  says:  Wms.  381.  That  case,  however, 
"  But  though,   generally  speak-      was  in  equity. 


410  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

£jech,  of  Pfeat, 
1833. 

Gleadow  and  Others,  Executors  of  Gleadow,  v.  Atkin 
and  Another,  Executors  of  Atkin. 

Where,  in  debt  JJEBT  OH  bond  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  of  Ro- 

than  twenty  bert  Gleadouf,  deceased,  against  the  defendants,  executors 

but'tte^"'  ofJoAn^/*f«,  deceased. 
sumption  of  Pleas— FfVj/,   Non  est  factum.-^ Secondly,   Solvii  ad 

payment,  the  .  .  , 

obligee  gave       dietn. —  Thirdly,  Solvii  post  diem.  Upon  which  issues  were 

evidence  of  pay-   •    ■       •» 
mentao{  interest  JOinC^- 

by  theobUgor        ^^  ^he  trial  before  Parke,  J.,   at  the   last    Summer 

to  A.  B,,  equal  '         ' 

in  amount  to  the  Assizcs,  at  York,  it  appeared,  that,  in  the  year  1800,  a  Mr. 
would  become  Cuthbert  Thew  died,  having  made  a  will,  by  which  he  be- 
^^>-^eid  queathed  to  the  said  Robert  Gleadow  and  the  said  John 
that  an  indorse-  Atkin,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  certain  personal  property, 
bond  in  the  in  trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same;  and,  when  con- 
the  obligee,  and  verted  into  money,  to  place  the  proceeds  out  on  such  real 
to*have*been^*^  ^^  Other  sufficient  security  as  they  should  approve  of,  and 
made  at  or  about  then  to  pay  the  interest  thereof  to  his  wife,  Margaret 

the  time  when  , 

the  bond  was  Thew  (who  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was  still  living,)  for  her 
whkh  was  not  ^''®5  *^"^  ^^^^  ^®'  decease,  to  pay  the  principal  monies  in 
proved  to  have    discharge   of  certain  legacies.     The  will  contained  the 

been  ever  seen  o  o 

by  the  obligor,  usual  declaration,  that  each  of  the  trustees  should  be  only 

bond  was  given  answcrablc  for  his  own  acts.     The  testator  appointed  the 

'ix^iit^^TB!^  said  R.  Gleadow  and  John  Atkin,  joint  executors  of  his 

was  admissible  will,  which  they  duly  proved  on  the  6th  of  November, 

in  evidence  to  

connect  the  1800.  The  cxecutors  received  the  sum  of  250/.  under  this 
tere™*with^hc""  ^*"'  *"^  Atkin,  wishing  to  make  use  of  the  money,  agreed 
bond.  iQ  giyg  Gleadow  a  bond  for  the  amount,  which  he  accord- 

ingly did  on  the  17th  day  of  September,  1805.  Atkin  died 
in  1827,  and  Gleadow  before  that  time.  The  execution 
of  the  bond  was  proved  by  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses, 
William  Pybus,  and  it  was  produced  and  read.  On  the 
back  of  the  bond  there  was  the  following  indorsement: — 

*'  I,  the  within-named  Robert  Gleadow,  do  hereby  ac- 
knowledge that   the   within-mentioned  principal   sum  of 
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250/.,  is  not  my  own  proper  money,  but  trust  money  un-  Etch,  of  Pleas, 
der  the  will  of  the  late  Cuthbert  Thew^  to  be  placed  out  ^ 

by  myself  and  the  within-named  John  Aikin.    As  witness      Gleadow 
my  handy  I7th  September ^  1805.  Atkin. 

"  Witness.  William  Pybu,:'  "  ^^*  Gleadow^ 

The  bond  being  twenty-seven  years  old,  the  plaintiffs, 
to  rebut  the  presumption  of  payment,  proved  payment  of 
interest  by  Atkin  to  Mrs.  Theto^  equal  in  amount  to  the 
interest  that  would  become  due  on  the  bond,  about  the 
year  1826  or  18^7;  and,  in  order  to  apply  that  payment 
to  this  bond,  proposed  to  give  the  indorsement  in  evidence. 
It  was  proved  by  the  attesting  witness,  William  Pybus, 
that  it  was  his  signature,  as  attesting  witness ;  but  the  only 
recollection  he  had  of  it,  was  from  seeing  his  name  as  a  wit- 
ness to  the  indorsement.  The  indorsement  was  written  and 
the  bond  filled  up  by  Pybus.  The  date  of  the  bond  and 
of  the  memorandum  were  in  the  handwriting  of  another 
person^  named  Jackson.  The  memorandum  bore  the  same 
date  as  the  bond.  The  signature  of  Gleadow  to  the  bond 
and  memorandum  appeared  to  have  been  written  with  dif- 
ferent ink.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  obligor  had  ever 
seen  the  indorsement. 

Pollock,  for  the  defendants,  objected  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  not  admissible  in  evidence;  but  the  learned 
Judge  overruled  the  objection,  giving  the  defendants  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

F.  Pollock,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly — 

R.  Alexander  shewed  cause.  The  indorsement  was 
admissible  in  evidence — First,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a 
contemporaneous  act  with  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and 
forming  part  of  the  original  transaction.  The  cases  on 
this  subject  are  collected  in  1  Phill.  on  Evid.  231-2,  and 
the  rule  is  thus  laid  down: — "Hearsay  is  often  admitted 
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B*ch.  of  Pleas,  in  evidence,  as  constituting  a  part  of  the  transaction  vhich 

is  the  subject  of  the  inquiry ;  the  meaning  of  which  seems 
to  be,  that,  where  it  is  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  nature 
of  a  particular  act,  or  the  intention  of  the  peraon  who  did 
the  act,  proof  of  what  the  person  said  at  the  time  of  doing 
itj  is  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  its 
true  character."     In  Kent  v.  Lowen  (a),  it  was  held,  that 
letters  from  the  payee  to  the  maker,  stating  the  considera- 
tion between  them,  if  shewn  to  have  been  contemporaneous 
with  the  making  of  the  note,  are  admissible  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  consideration  passing  between  the  parties.     On 
the  same  principle,  in  Thompson  and  Wife  v.  Trevanion  (£), 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass  and  assault.  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt  allowed  what  the  wife  said  immediately  on 
receiving  the  injury  to  be  given  in  evidence.    In  Aveson  v. 
Lord  Kinnaird{c)i  (where,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  in- 
surance for  life,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  deceas- 
ed was  in  a  good  state  of  health  on  the  day  of  the  insur- 
ance, it  became  material  to  consider  what  the  state  of 
health  was  both  before  and  after  that  day),  the  account 
which  the  deceased  gave  some  days  after  obtaining  the  cer- 
tificate of  good  health,  respecting  her  state  on  the  former 
day,  was  admitted  at  the  trial  as  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant;  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were  of 
opinion  that  it  had  been  properly  admitted.    If,  therefore, 
this  be  a  contemporaneous  act,  it  is  admissible  in  evidence. 
Then,  was  it  a  contemporaneous  act?    The  date  of  the 
indorsement  corresponds  with  the  date  of  the  bond ;  and 
the  presumption  is,  that  it  was  rightly  done.    Gleadaw 
could  have  had  no  interest  to  put  this  declaration  of  trust 
on  the  bond  at  any  subsequent  time.     But  it  may  be  said, 
that  the  colour  of  the  ink  was  difierent.    This  was  a  bond 
to  be  executed  by  the  obligor,  Atkin^  only;  although  ex« 
ecuted  by  Oleadow  also.     But  it  was  not  necessary  that 
Gleadow  should  sign  the  indorsement  at  the  same  time 

(a)  1  Cowp.  177, 1 80 d.  (b)  Skin.  402.         (c)  6  East,  194. 
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and  with  the  same  ink.     He  tnieht  have  sicned  it  at  his  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 

1833. 
own  house  afterwards^  in  the  presence  of  Pybus,  who  at- 
tested the  execution  of  both  the  bond  and  indorsement. 
In  Burgh  ▼.  Preston  (a)i  it  was  held^  that  the  memoran- 
dum must  be  taken  as  part  of  the  instrument,  if  written 
before  it  is  executed;  and  Lord  Kenyan  there  cites  Moor^ 
679^  where  the  question  was,  "  Whether  a  memorandum 
indorsed  on  a  bond  before  the  execution  of  it,  should  be 
considered  as  explanatory  of  the  intention  of  the  parties 
respecting  the  operation  of  the  condition:"  Popham^  J., 
was  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  shouldi  it  being  a  contem- 
porary act. 

Secondly t  The  indorsement  is  admissible  as  a  declaration 
against  interest.  The  rule  laid  down  in  PhilL  on  Em* 
dence  {b)  applies  in  every  respect :  "  The  declarations  or 
statements  of  deceased  persons  have  been  admitted  in  many 
cases  where  they  appear  to  be  made  against  their  interest, 
as  entries  in  thenr  books,  charging  them  with  the  receipt  of 
money  on  the  account  of  a  third  person,  or  acknowledging 
the  payment  of  money  due  to  themselves ;  in  either  case,  the 
entry  is  to  their  own  immediate  prejudice."  And,  as  it  is  said 
by  Sir  T.  Plomer,  in  Short  v.  Lee  (c),  "  The  principle  is, 
that  the  entry  is  made  by  an  individual  conusant  of  a  fact,  at 
a  time  when  it  was  not  in  dispute,  having  no  interest  to 
make  a  false  entry,  and  making  one  tending  to  charge 
himself.**  So,  in  Ivatt  v.  Finch  {d),  it  was  held,  upon  an 
issue  between  A,  and  £.,  whether  C.  died  possessed  of 
certain  property,  that  evidence  might  be  given  of  decla- 
rations made  by  C.  that  she  had  assigned  the  property  to 
A.  In  Roe  v.  Rawlings  {e),  Lord  EUenborough^  in  deli- 
vering the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said:  ''The  contents 
of  the  paper  were  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  person  who 
had  the  possession  of  it,  by  diminishing  the  interest  in 

(a)  8  T.  R.  483.  (d)  I  Taunt.  141 ;   1  Ph.  Evid. 

{h)  Vol.  1,  266.  266. 

(c)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  476.  («)  7  East,  279,  290. 
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Exeh,  of  PUas,  the  fine  on  the  renewal,  in  the  same  proportion  as  it 

raised  the  rent  to  be  reserved.  Then,  at  such  a  dis- 
tance of  time,  with  the  means  of  knowledge  which  he  had 
of  the  fact,  and  his  interest  in  declaring  it  the  other  way, 
we  think  that  his  declaration  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury.'* 
So,  in  this  case,  the  indorsement,  adverse  to  the  interest  of 
the  party  making  it,  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
party  making  it.  In  Searle  v.  Lard  Barringion  (a),  it  was 
held,  that  indorsements  on  the  bond,  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  obligee,  of  payments  of  interest,  were  admissible  in 
evidence,  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the  bond  had  been 
paid.  That  was  an  action  on  a  bond,  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  administratrix  of  her  deceased  husband  (the 
obligee)  against  the  defendant,  as  administrator  of  the 
obligor.  The  defendant  insisted  on  the  length  of  time 
that  had  elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  bond  and  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  which  was  about  twenty- 
seven  years,  as  raising  a  presumption  that  the  money  bad 
been  paid.  In  answer  to  this,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evi« 
dence  two  indorsements  on  the  bond,  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  obligee,  one  dated  in  December,  1699,  the  other  in 
March,  1707,  purporting  that  the  whole  of  the  interest 
had  been  paid  up  to  the  time  of  those  dates.  The  Court 
of  King's  Bench  held  that  the  indorsements  in  question 
ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
The  case  having  been  subsequently  removed  to  the  Ex- 
chequer  Chamber,  and  from  thence  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
the  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  was  affirmed.  There 
no  proof  appeared  to  have  been  given  of  the  indorsements 
having  been  made  at  the  time  when  they  bore  date;  and 
this  was  one  of  the  grounds  of  objection  on  the  argument 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  Nor  was  there  any  other  direct 
proof  of  the  indorsements  having  been  made  within  twenty 
years.    So,  in  Bosworth  v.  Colcheti  (6),  it  was  determined 


(a)  2PhU.  on  Ev.  172;  2  Stra.  826;  8  Mod. 279;  2Ld.  Raym.  1370. 

(b)  2  Phil,  on  Ev.  143. 
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by  the  House  of  Lords,  that^  where  the  payee  of  a  pro-  Exek.  of  PUat, 
missory  note  had  written  indorsements  of  the  half-yearly 
payment  of  interest,  from  the  time  of  making  the  note  un- 
til bis  death  (which  happened  within  six  years  of  the  date 
of  the  note),  like  indorsements  of  his  executor  (who  died 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,)  were  admissible 
in  evidence  in  answer  to  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions; though  there  was  no  extrinsic  evidence  offered  of 
the  time  when  the  indorsements  were  made,  and  though 
more  than  six  years  had  elapsed  between  the  death  of  the 
maker  of  the  note  and  that  of  the  executor.     It  is  sub- 
mitted that  those  two  cases  shew^  not  merely  that  the  in- 
dorsements were  admissible,  but,  that  the  date,  at  which 
they  purported  on  the  face  of  them  to  be  made,  must  be 
taken,  primd  facie  at  least,  to  be  the  time  when  they  were 
made.     In  Sanders  v.  Meredith  (a),  it  was  held  that  pay- 
ment   within   twenty  years  of  interest   accruing  before 
twenty  years,  indorsed  on  the  bond,  is  an  acknowledg- 
ment that  the  principal  was  then  due,  sufficient  to  rebut 
the  presumption  of  payment.     In  that  case  the  bond  was 
dated  the  2nd  of  June^  1804,  and  the  indorsement  relied 
on  was  as  follows: — *'  Exeter,  Aug,  l^th,  1808. — Received 
of  the  within-named  J.  W,  three  years'  interest  on  the  with- 
in bond,  due  the  2nd  of  June,  1807.     Daniel  Sanders.** 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley  there  says:  ''  It  is  said,  that  this  was 
not  a  payment  of  interest  accruing  within  twenty  years,  but 
up  to  June,  1807,  only.    I  think  it  was  an  acknowledgment 
that  it  was,  at  that  period,  a  good,  valid,  subsisting  bond." 
And  Mr.  Justice  ParAtf  says :  "The  simple  payment  of 
interest  which  has  accrued  within  twenty  years,  is  a  clear 
acknowledgment  that  the  bond  was  unsatisfied.    Payment 
within  twenty  years  of  interest  which  accrued  beyond  the 
twenty  years,  is  only  proof  that  such  a  bond  once  existed. 
But  the  making  of  the  indorsement  on  the  bond  itself^  in 
1808,  is  an  admission  that  the  debt  was  a  valid  subsisting 

(a)  SM.  &R.  116. 
VOL.  I.  F  F 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  debt  within  the  twenty  years.     I  rely  not  so  much  on  the 

1833 

payment  of  interest  as  upon  this  circumstance."     \_Bay' 

ley,  B. — Was  the  indorsement  attested  in  that   case?] 
Nof  but  a  witness  was  called,  who  proved  the  fact  of  pay- 
ment.    The  case  of  Chambers  v.  Bemasconi  (a),  which  is 
relied  on  by  the  other  side,  does  not  apply  to  the  point  in 
discussion.     There  the  question  was,  whether  a  written 
memorandum,  sent  by  a  sheriff's  officer  to  the  sheriff's 
office,  and  there  filed,  stating  that  he  had  arrested  j1.  B, 
ai  a  particular  place,  was  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  place  of  such  arrest.     Lord  Lyndhurst  there  says: 
**  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  reception  of  such  evidence  goes 
much  beyond  any  of  the  cases  on  the  subject.*'     And  Mr. 
Baron  Bayley  there  says:  '^I  doubt,  even  supposing  that 
this  paper  was  receivable  at  all,  whether  it  was  receivable 
to  prove  the  place  where  the  arrest  happened.    The  prin- 
ciple acted  upon  in  the  cases  of  Doe  v,  Robgon{b),  Higham 
V.  Ridgway  (c),  and  Middleton  v.  Melton  (c/),  was,  that  it 
was  against  the  interest  of  the  party  to  make  the  statement 
at  the  time  of  making  it.     Now,  I  cannot  see  how  the 
statement,  in  the  present  case,  was  against  the  interest 
of  the   officer."    No  one  can  doubt  here,  that  this  in- 
dorsement was  against  the  interest  of  the  obligee.     \^Bay' 
ley,  B. — This  was  an  indorsement  which  Gleadaw  was 
bound  to  make  in  discharge  of  a  moral  duty.]     Yes;  and 
therefore  the  evidence  is  more  authenticated.     The  case 
of  Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington  was  followed  by  the  case  of 
Turner  v.  Crisp  {e).    There  an  indorsement  by  the  obligee, 
purporting  that  part  of  the  principal  sum  had  been  re- 
ceived, if  made  after   the  presumption  of  payment  had 
arisen,  was  held  to  be  clearly  inadmissible.     The  distinc- 
tion there  is,  that,  after  twenty  years,  it  was  the  interest 
of  the  obligee  to  make  the  indorsement,  because,  then  the 
presumption  of  payment  would  have  begun  to  run.    [Bay- 

(a)  1  Cr.  &  J.  451.  (rf)  10  B.  &  C.  317. 

(b)  15  Eabt,  33.  (e)  2Stra.  82?. 
(f)   10  East,  109. 
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ley 9  B. — The  same  distinction  was  taken  in  Glyn  v.  Bank  Etch,  of  PUa», 
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of  England  {a\  that  the  indorsement  was  against  the  in- 
terest of  the  obligee.]  Yes;  and  that  case  recognises 
Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington,  That  case  was  much  pressed, 
and  it  was  objected  that  it  would  be  making  a  man's  own 
handwriting  evidence  for  himself.  Lord  Hardwicke  there 
says:  "  The  rule  is,  that  a  man  cannot  make  evidence  for 
himself.  What  he  writes  or  says  for  himself  cannot  be  evi- 
dence of  his  right;  and,  consequently,  cannot  be  for  his 
representatives  claiming  in  his  right  and  place*  As  to  the 
cases  cited  to  prove  that  it  may,  the  first  is  that  of  in- 
dorsements by  the  obligee  of  the  payment  of  interest;  but 
that  is  different:  it  is  not  a  case  to  prove  the  original  right 
to  the  thing  in  demand  at  all.  Indorsements  by  the  obligee 
of  the  payment  of  interest  of  a  bond  are  evidence  against 
that  obligee  originally  in  the  nature  of  the  thing;  and  the 
other  is  only  consequential  evidence  to  take  it  out  of  the 
presumption  arising  from  length  of  time,  that  he  ought  to 
have  the  benefit  of  it  on  the  other  hand;  and  in  that  case, 
(viz.  Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington,)  I  take  it  the  indorse- 
ments were  made  and  bore  date  within  the  twenty  years; 
for  if  those  indorsements  were  made  after  the  expiration 
of  twenty  years,  though  they  were  evidence  of  the  actual 
payment  of  interest  after  that  time,  they  would  not  be 
evidence  to  take  it  out  of  the  presumption."  \Bayley,  B. 
— Here  this  must  be  against  the  interest  of  the  obligee  at 
all  times.] 

F.  Pollock  and  Cresswell,  conird, — The  question  in- 
volved in  this  case  is  very  important,  viz.  under  what  cir- 
cumstances an  entry  made  by  a  party  may  be  used  as  evi- 
dence in  his  own  behalf.  Various  cases  have  been  cited, 
bearing  some  resemblance  to  the  present,  and  several 
grounds  have  been  stated  on  which  it  is  said  that  the  in- 
dorsement in  question  was  admissible  in  evidence.  But 
if  those  cases  are  divided  into  classes,  and  the  principles 

{d)  2  Ves.  43. 
ff2 
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Ezch.  of  Pieast  upon  wliicli  they  proceeded  are  examined^  it  will  be  seen 

that  one  class  only  is  applicable  to  the  present — and  as 
the  cases  even  of  that  class  are  distinguishable  from  this, 
and  the  principle  on  which  they  proceeded  has  been  re- 
probated by  the  Legislature^  the  Court  will  not  extend  the 
rule,  so  as  to  make  it  govern  their  decision  in  this  instance. 
First — It  was  said,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  obligee  to 
make  this  indorsement,  and  that  the  rule  omnia  presumun* 
tur  rite  esse  acta  applies ;  and  that  the  party  roust  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  performed  that  duty  properly.     {^Bayley, 
B. — That  is  not  put  as  a  distinct  ground,  but  only  as  a  cir- 
cumstance in  the  case.]     If  it  be  not  a  distinct  ground  it 
ought  not  to  assist  the  plaintiff,  for  questions  of  evidence 
should  be  decided  by  some  acknowledged  principle.   But, 
if  the  Court  will  look  to  the  principle  of  the  rule  of  law 
alluded  to,  they  will  see  that  the  duty  of  the  party  ought 
to  form  no  ingredient  in  considering  the  question  of  the 
admissibility  of  this  indorsement  in  evidence.     Presump- 
tions arising  from  the  act  being  according  to  the  duty 
of  the  party,  (more  properly  called  presumptions  of  inno- 
cence), means  only,  that,  where  it  is  the  duty  of  a  public 
officer  to  do  a  certain  act,  and  he  would  be  criminally  re- 
sponsible for  not  doing  it,  he  shall,  in  the  absence  of  con- 
flicting evidence,  be  presumed  to  have  done  it  (a).     [Bay- 
let/,  B. — The  law  never  presumes  illegality.]     Here,  it  is 
not  so  the  duty  of  the  party  to  make  the  indorsement, 
that  you  w  ould  presume  that  he  did  it,  without  evidence  to 
shew  that  he  had  made  it.     It  is,  at  most,  only  a  moral  ob* 
ligation.     It  was  as  much  the  duty  of  the  obligee  to  keep 
regular  accounts  of  the  trust  fund,  as  to  make  indorsements 
on  the  bond.     Would   the  Court  presume  that  he  had 
done  so?  or,  if  he  had,  that  they  were  correct?  Or,  would 
an  entry  in  the  trustee's  book  have  been  evidence  against 
the  obligor?    If  not,  this  is  not  evidence  on  the  ground  of 
duty.     If  it  was  the  duty  of  the  obligee,  it  was  also  the 
duty  of  the  obligor  to  keep  such  an  account.     But  surely 

{a)  Williams  y.  Ea$t  India  Company,  3 East,  192. 
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an  entry  made  by  the  obligor,  that  he  had  given  such  a  EjccH.  of  PUat, 
bond  to  the  obligee  for  securing  trust  money,  would  not  be     ^  ^ 

evidence  against  the  obligee ;  yet  that  is  in  the  course  of      Qleadow 
duty,  and  against  the  interest  of  the  party,  and  never        atkin. 
could,  in  any  event,  do  him  good.     It  is  submitted,  there- 
fore, that,  in  this  case,  there  was  no  duty  for  the  non- 
performance of  which  the  party  was  responsible ;  and  not 
being  so,  the  rule  does  not  apply. 

Secondly — It  is  said  that  this  is  evidence  as  part  of  the 
resgesi^y  and  as  an  act  contemporaneous  with  the  execution 
of  the  bond  ;  and  the  case  of  Kent  v.  Lou>en{a)  has  been 
cited:  but  that  was  a  very  different  case  from  the  present. 
That  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a 
note.  The  defence  was  usury ;  to  prove  which,  letters  writ* 
ten  by  the  payee,  under  whom  the  p/ai/i/i^  claimed,  nego- 
tiating for  the  bill  on  usurious  terms,  were  offered  in  evi- 
dence. Lord  EUenborough  held,  ''  that  they  were  equally 
admissible  with  an  oral  declaration;**  of  which  there  is  no 
doubt.  They  were  offered  as  evidence  against  the  party 
claiming  under  the  writer;  here, ybr  him.  Aveson  v.  Kin- 
naird(Jb)  is  the  leading  case  as  to  the  admissibility  of  con- 
temporaneous declarations.  There  an  assertion  of  a  wife 
was  admitted  against ^  not  for  the  husband.  That  was  an  ac- 
tion by  the  husband  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of 
bis  wife,  and  the  evidence  was  held  admissible  for  two  rea- 
sons: 1st,  To  contradict  a  surgeon ;  Sndly,  That  his  opinion 
of  her  health  being  founded  on  her  answers  to  questions,  her 
other  assertions,  also,  were  admissible.  There  the  evidence 
was  admitted  on  the  principle  of  necessity.  If,  here,^/Aifi 
had  made  the  indorsement,  the  case  might  be  different; 
it  would  be  explanatory  of  his  act  in  giving  the  bond,  and 
the  party  taking  the  bond  would  know  it.  But  suppose 
Atkin  had,  on  the  day  of  executing  the  bond,  made  an  . 
entry  in  a  book  of  his  own  that  the  bond  was  given  for  trust 
money,  would  that  affect  Gleadow?  If  the  thing  is  evi- 
dence as  part  of  the  res  gestae,  it  would  affect  him.     There 

(rt)  1  Campb.  176.  (h)  6  East,  193. 
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£xeh.  of  PUas,  was  nothing  to  shew  that  Atkin  was  a  party  or  privy  to  the 

indorsement,  it  could  not  therefore  be  part  of  the  res 
gesUB  between  him  and  Gleadow,     Next,  it  was  said  that 
the  indorsement  might  be  read  as  an  entry  made  against 
the  interest  of  the  party  making  it    But  the  class  of  cases 
establishing  that  point  are  wholly  distinguishable  from  the 
present     They  are  exceptions  out  of  another  rule,  vix. 
that  hearsay  is  not  evidence;  and  do  not  establish  any  ex- 
ception out  of  the  rule  that  a  party  shall  not  make  evidence 
for  himself.     This  appears  clearly  from  Higham  ▼.  Ridg' 
way{a\  which  is  the  leading  case  on  this  head,  and  where 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says:  *'  If  a  party,  who  has  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  make  an  entry  of  it,  whereby  he  charges  himself 
or  discharges  another,  upon  whom  he  would  otherwise  have 
a  claim,  such  entry  is  admissible  evidence  of  the  fact  after 
the  death  of  the  party,  if  he  could  have  been  examined  as 
to  the  fact  in  his  lifetime.'  That  principle  is  rightly  stated. 
[Bayley^  B. — The  principle  decided  there  was,  that  the 
midwife  had  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  had  no  interest 
to  misrepresent,  and  the  entry  was  against  his  interest] 
There  the  party  could  have  been  examined,  if  alive;  and 
Warren  v.  Grenville  {b)  proceeded  on  the  same  ground. 
Now  here,  if  this  party  had  been  alive,  he  could  not  have 
been  examined ;  and  if  it  would  not  be  allowed  as  evidence 
on  oath,  much  less  ought  it  to  be  received  as  a  declaration 
without  oath.    In  the  other  cases  the  evidence  was  admit- 
ted, because  they  were  declarations  against  the  interest  of 
the  party  at  the  time;  and  if  the  party  had  been  alive,  he 
might  have  been  called  as  a  witness,  as  in  Ivatt  v.  Finch  (r }* 
Here,  if  the  action  had  been  by  Gleadow,  would  it  have  been 
evidence  that  some  person  had  heard  him  say  the  bond 
was  given  for  trust  money?    It  is  apprehended  not;  but  if 
so,  the  indorsement  is  no  better,  as  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  obligor  ever  saw  it.    There  is  only  one  instance 
where  it  has  been  held,  that  entries  made  by  a  person 
standing  in  the  same  situation  as  the  party  to  the  suit, 

(rt)  10  East,  122.         (6)  2  Sir.  \\29.  [c)  1  Taunt.  Hi- 
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could  be  received  in  evidence ;  and  that  was  expressly  on  Exch.  qf  PUm» 
the  ground  that  they  never  could  be  evidence  for  him,  ri«, 
entries  by  a  deceased  rector,  which  were  held  to  be  evidence 
for  his  successor.  The  cases  of  declarations  against  in- 
terest are  not  exceptions  out  of  the  rule  that  a  party  can- 
not make  evidence  for  himselfi  but  that  hearsay  is  not  evi- 
dence. 

The  last  class  of  cases  to  be  noticed,  namely,  receipts  of 
money  indorsed  upon  bonds  and  notes  are  anomalous,  not 
to  be  extended,  and  distinguishable  from  the  present.  There 
the  indorsements  were  on  the  instrument,  and  in  favour 
of  the  defendant 9  as  well  as  against  the  plaintiff ;  and  the 
instrument  could  not  be  enforced  without  shewing  them 
and  giving  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  them.     Outram  v. 
Moretcood{a)  shews  that  Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington  has 
never  been  approved  of.     [Bat/ley,  B. — I  happen  to  have 
discovered,  by  my  own  research,  that  evidence  was  given  in 
Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington  of  the  time  when  the  indorse- 
ments were  made.    It  is  not  stated  in  the  Reports.     That 
not  being  stated  may  have  been  an  objection  made  to  the 
case.]     The  principle  of  that  case  is  discountenanced  by 
the  Legislature  in  Lord  Tenterden's  act,  as  far  as  regards 
parol  instruments,  and  it  aflfords  a  good  rule  to  apply  to  in- 
struments under  seal.     Besides,  it  may  be  fairly  assumed 
in  that  and  the  cases  which  have  followed  it,  that  the 
entry  was  made  at  the  time  of  payment,  and  the  party 
paying  is  assumed  to  have  seen  the  entry  made.    In  San- 
ders V.  Meredithf  the  argument  turned  on  the  fact  that  the 
party  paying  the  money  was  present  when  the  indorse- 
ment was  made.     Mr.  Justice  Parke  says:  *'  The  making 
the  indorsement  on  the  bond  itself,  in  1808,  is  an  admission 
that  the  debt  was  a  valid,  subsisting  debt,  within  twenty 
years.     I  rely  not  so  much  on  the  payment  of  interest  as 
on  this  circumstance.   They  make  no  demand  of  the  bond, 
the  bond  is  not  delivered  up;  but  an  indorsement  is  made 

(</)  5  T.  R.  12. 
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Mxeh.  of  PUaf,  on  the  bond.'*  He  relies  on  the  indorsement  being  made  in 
^  1833.  ^    ^Yie  presence  of  the  party  paying  the  money.     On  prin- 
Gleadow     ciple,  the  only  way  in  which  an  indorsement  is  admissible 
Atkin.       ^^  evidence,  is  as  a  declaration  against  the  interest  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  made  in  the 
presence  of  the  party  paying  the  money.     There  is  no 
case,  from  Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington  to  the  present  time, 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  parol  declaration  would 
be  admissible,  although  in  the  terms  of  the  indorsement. 
If  not,  it  must  derive  weight  from  being  on  the  bond.     It 
can  only  be  admissible  on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  act 
done  inter  partes,  or  in  favour  of  the  defendant  as  well 
as  against  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff.     This  may  be  said 
to  be  against  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff,  but  it  is  not 
clear.     If  he  has  received  the  trust  money,  he  is  respon- 
sible whether  he  has  taken  security  or  not.    The  Court  has 
decided  that  it  was  an  improper  security  (a).     Whilst  the 
bond  remained  in  his  hands,  it  could  nut  be  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him.     [Bayley,  B. — Suppose  Gleadow  died 
insolvent  and  his  creditors  claimed  this  money,  could  they 
have  recovered  it  on  this  bond,  in  the  face  of  that  indorse- 
ment?]   The  money  recovered  by  his  executors  will  bene- 
fit his  creditors,  for  it  will  exonerate  his  estate  from  the 
claims  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  [Bay ley,  B. — You  are  aware 
of  Middleton  v.  Melton  {b).    I  think  that  lays  down  this  as 
a  general  proposition,  that  an  entry  by  a  man  against  his 
interest  is  evidence  against  all  the  world.]     That  was,  like 
Higham  v.  Ridgway,  an  exception  out  of  the  rule  against 
hearsay  evidence. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  an  action  brought  on  a  bond  by 
the  executors'of  Gleadow  against  the  executors  of  Atkin; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  an  indorsement  on  the  bond 
was  admissible  in  evidence.     Ti)e  memorandum  in  ques- 

(n)  2  C.  &  J.  548.  (/>)  10  B.  &'  C.  317. 
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tion  declared*  that  the  money,  which  was  the  subject  of  Exeh.  rf  Pleas, 
that  bond,  was  trust  money  to  be.  placed  out  by  Gleadaw 
and  Atkin^  as  executors  of  the  will  of  one  Culhbert  Thew. 
There  was  no  question  here  as  to  the  effect  of  the  indorse- 
ment.    The  only  question  was,  as  to  its  admissibility  in 
evidence.    There  can  be  no  doubt,  upon  looking  at  the 
bond,  and  at  Pybus's  testimony,  that  the  indorsement 
existed  either  contemporaneously  with  the  bond,  or  was 
executed  about  the  same  time.     There  is  the  same  hand- 
writing, the  same  blank  for  the  date,  the  blank  filled  up 
and  in  the  same  hand.     Pybus  would  not  have  put  his 
name  to  it,  had  he  not  seen  it  signed.     The  Judge  who 
tried  the  cause,  had  no  doubt  that  it  was  signed  long  be- 
fore the  trial.     I  take  the  rule  to  be,  that  the  declarations 
of  a  person  having  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  having  no 
interest  to  misrepresent,  and  making  a  declaration  against 
his  interest,  are  admissible  in  evidence  after  his  death. 
This  rule  is  supposed  to  be  varied  by  Higham  v.  Ridgtoay, 
and  I  am  there  supposed  to  have  used  an  expression  which 
would  be  a  qualification  of  the  rule.    The  expression  re- 
ported to  have  been  used  by  me  in  that  case  is  "  if  he 
could  have  been  examined  to  it  in  his  lifetime."     That 
qualification  is  not  introduced  in   any  other  case;   but 
the  rule  is  invariably  laid  down  without  any  such  qualifi- 
cation: and  I  have  great  doubts  whether  I  ever   used 
the  expression.     If  I  did,  Searle  v.  Lord  Barringion  and 
Bosworth  V.  Coichettt  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
are  against  it.     I  have  looked  into  Starkie  and  Phillips^ 
who  state  the  rule  without  the  qualification.     And  in 
Doe  V.  Robson  (a),  and  Middleton  v.  Melton  {Jb),  I  lay 
down  the  rule  without  the  qualification,  as  do  the  other 
Judges.     My  reason  for  doubting  if  I  used  the  expres- 
sion,  is   this,   that  having  at  that  time  abstracted  Roe 
V.  Rowlings,  and  having  that  abstract  before  me  at  the 
time  when  I  was  giving  my  opinion,  I  was   not  likely 
to  have  introduced  a  qualification  not  warranted  by  that 

(ci)  16  Eabt,  32.  [b)  10  B.  &  C.  326. 
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Ejreh.  of  PUas,  decision.     My  entry  of  the  case  of  Roe  v.  Rawlings,  in 
^^^'  ^     my  own  note  book,  was,  that  the  declaration  of  a  person, 
who  has  peculiarly  the  means  of  knowing  a  fact,  and  has 
no  interest  in  mistating  it,  is  admissible  after  bis  death  to 
prove  that  fact,  and  a  fortiori  would  it  be  admissible  if 
the  fact  were  against  bis  interest.     When  I  afterwards 
came  to  abridge  the  case  of  Higham  v.  Ridgway^  I  find 
that  I  made  the  following  entry:  **  An  entry  by  a  man  who 
is  dead,  will  be  evidence  as  to  strangers,  if  it  relates  to  a 
fact  peculiarly  within  his  knowledge,  if  he  had  no  interest 
in  misrepresenting  it,  or  if  the  entry  either  charges  hitn 
with  the  receipt  of  money  for  a  third  person,  or  imports 
that  a  debt,   which  would  otherwise  be  due  to  him,  is 
paid/'   There  is  not  one  single  syllable  in  that  entry  as  to 
the  qualification  that  he  could  be  examined  in  bis  lifetime. 
The  cases  of  Searle  v.  Barrtngton  and  Bosworth  v.  Cot- 
ckeit,  are  decisions  by  the  House  of  Lords,  in  point  to 
shew  that  such  an  entry  or  such  a  declaration  would  be  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  on  his  behalf  in  a  suit  by  him  or  his 
representatives.     When  the  case  of  Searle  v.  Lord  Bar- 
rington  was  mentioned  here,  I  thought  that   the  obli- 
gee had  died  within  twenty  years;   but  on  looking  into 
the  case,  as  reported  in  Broum^  I  see  it  was  the  obli- 
gor.    The  only  objection  that  I  ever  heard  made  to  that 
case  is,  that  it  was  supposed  no  extrinsic  evidence  was 
given  of  the  indorsement  being  made  within  twenty  years, 
and  that  was  the  ground  of  the  division  in  the  House 
of  Lords.     Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Vezey^  43,  approves  of 
the  case,  assuming  that  the  indorsement  was  made  with- 
in twenty  years;  and  it  is  an  express  authority  that  the 
indorsement  is  evidence  for  the  party,  or  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  party,  making  it,  the  indorsement  being} 
at  the  time  of  making  it,  against  his  interest.     Bosworth 
V.  Cotcheit,  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords,  was  the  case 
of  a  note  and  indorsement,  and  is  in  point.     That  case 
shews  that  the  qualification,  "  if  he  could  be  examined  in 
his  lifetime,"  is  not  a  part  of  the  rule.     For  these  reasons 
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I  am  of  opinion^  that  the  right  and  correct  rule  of  evidence  sgek.  of  Piew, 
is  as  I  have  stated  it;  and  that  the  declarations  of  a  man  ^  ^^^' 
against  his  interest,  and  having  no  interest  to  misrepresent, 
and  made  before  the  presumption  of  payment  arises,  are 
admiaaible  in  evidence.  Upon  this  principle  depends  the 
admissibility  of  bailiffs*  and  receivers'  accounts,  which  are 
evidence  of  a  payment  as  charging  the  individual  making 
it.  fVarren  v.  OrenviUe  (a),  and  all  the  other  cases,  are 
bottomed  upon  this  rule. 

Vauohan,  B. — After  the  able  and  elaborate  judgment 
delivered  by  my  brother  Bayley,  I  should  have  forborne 
to  have  given  any  opinion  at  length,  had  we  not  wished  to 
express  our  opinion  upon  principle;  and  I  feel  no  diflS- 
cuky  in  so  doing.  Searle  v.  Lard  Banington  is  the  foun- 
tain from  which  all  other  authorities  upon  this  question 
flow  in  one  uninterrupted  channel.     The  simple  principle 
is,  that  wherever  a  declaration  is  made  against  the  interest 
of  the  party  making  it  at  the  time,  of  a  matter  peculiarly 
within   his  own  knowledge,  and    having  no  motive  to 
misrepresent,  it  is  receivable  in  evidence  against  third 
persons  and  all  the  world.     The  case  is  much  stronger 
where  there  is  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  the  me- 
morandum was  contemporaneous  with  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  as  here.     It  is  impossible  to  read  this  indorsement 
without  being  satisfied  of  that  being  the  fact.     I  by  no 
means,  however,  rest  my  judgment  on  that  circumstance, 
the  inspection  of  it  was  peculiarly  for  the  jury.     It  was 
argued,  that  the  cases  are  founded  on  Searle  v.  Lord  Bar* 
ringion,  and  that  that  decision  had  been  always  carped  at. 
But  I  should  have  liked  to  have  been  referred  to  some 
case  where  an  exception  has  been  taken  to  Searle  v.  Lord 
Barringion.     Lord  Chief  Justice  Pratt,  it  is  true,  disap- 
proved of  it;  but  he  was  the  Judge  who  tried  it  at  Nisi 
Prius.     A  fresh  action  was  brought,  and  tried  l>efore  Lord 

(tf)  2Str.  1129. 
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Exch.  qf  PUat,  Chief  Justice  Raymond^  vrho  received  the  evidence;  and 

1QQQ 

a  bill  of  exceptions  having  been  afterwards  tendered,  it 
came  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  ulti- 
mately before  the  House  of  Lords,  and  was  there  argued 
before  eight  Judges,  three  of  whom  were  thought  to  be  dis- 
sentient, and  amongst  them  that  able  Judge  Lord  Chief  Ba- 
ron Comyns;  but  I  should  have  been  glad  to  have  known 
the  grounds  of  his  opinion.  It  is  not  unimportant  to  see  how 
this  case  was  dealt  with  recently  after  the  decision  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  A  case  came  on  of  Turnery*  Crisp  {a),  13 
Geo.  2,  There  the  Chief  Justice  refused  to  let  in  an  indorse- 
ment of  a  receipt  of  part  payment  of  a  bond,  made  after 
the  presumption  of  payment  had  arisen,  saying,  it  differed 
from  Searle  v.  Lord  BarringioUy  as  there  the  indorsement 
was  made  before  the  presumption  had  arisen.     That  case 
was,  therefore,  in  perfect  conformity  with  Searle  v.  Lord 
Barrington,  and  recognised  that  decision.     Lord  Hard- 
mcie  recognises  the  same  distinction.     The  rule  appears 
to  be,  that  the  instrument  appearing  to  be  made  within  the 
period  may  go  to  the  jury  to  say  if  it  be  really  so  made. 
Fraud  cannot  be  presumed.     Glyn  v.  Bank  of  England  {b) 
recognises  Searle  v.  LordBarringion.  I  consider  the  dictum 
otBuller,  J.,  in  Ouiramy.  Morewood,  to  be  very  strong;  he 
says — ''  Evidence  not  upon  oath  is  not  admissible,  except 
in  the  case  of  pedigrees  and  certain  other  excepted  cases, 
or  where  the  declaration  is  evidence  against  the  party  mat- 
ing it.'^    Then  came  Higham  v.  Ridgtcayf  in  which  it  has 
been  said,  that  my  brother  Bayley  laid  down  the  rule  with 
this  qualification — ''  if  the  party  could  have  been  examined 
in  his  lifetime."    This  is  most  probably  an  error  of  the  re- 
porter's.    It  is  not  put  as  a  point  by  him — at  most  it  is 
only  an  additional  reason;  and  the  other  Judges  say  no- 
thing of  the  kind.     In  Doe  v.  Robson  (c),  Lord  EUenbo- 
rough  puts  it  on  this  principle,  that  there  was  a  total  ab- 
sence of  interest  in  the  persons  making  the  entries  to  per- 

{a)  2  Str.  827.  (6)  2  Ves.  43.  (c)  16  East,  32. 
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▼ert  the  fact,  and  at  the  same  time  a  competency  in  them  s^ch.  of  Pkas, 
to  know  it.     And  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  puts  it  thus — "  that     ^  ^^^' 
if  a  party,  who  has  knowledge  of  the  fact,  make  an  entry 
of  it,  whereby  he  charges  himself,  or  discharges  another 
upon  whom  he  would  otherwise  have  a  claim,  such  entry  is 
admissible  in  evidence  of  the  fact,  because  it  is  against  his 
own  interest."  So  that  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  there  lays  down 
the  rule  without  the  qualification.     The  case  of  Higham 
T.  Ridgway  came  under  the  consideration  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  Sir  Thomas  Plomer,  in  Short  v.  Lee  (a),  and  he 
there  comments  on  this  supposed  qualification ;  and,  after 
referring  to  Mr.  Justice  Bayley's  subsequent  judgment 
in  Doe  v.  Robson,  lays  down  the  rule  without  the  qua- 
lification.    No  man  ever  gave  more  elaborate  judgments 
than  Sir  T.Plomer;  and  he  says — ''These  documents 
possess  those  qualifications  which  always  make  the  decla- 
rations of  deceased  persons  evidence,  namely,  that  they 
were  persons  having  a  competent  knowledge,  or  whose 
duty  it  was  to  know,  having  no  motive  to  make  a  false  re- 
presentation^ and  their  written  declarations  being  directly 
at  variance  with  their  own  interests.     Such  declarations 
are  universally  evidence /^  and  Roe  v.  Rawlings  is  there 
referred  to.     I  do  not  understand  my  brother  Bayley  as 
laying  down  a  rule  in  Higham  v.  Ridgway,  but  merely  as 
relying  on  the  additional  circumstance,  that,  if  alive^  the 
party  might  have  been  examined  as  a  witness ;  but  that 
was  never  intended  to  be  insisted  on  as  an  essential  ingre- 
dient.   These  cases  came  before  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  again  in  Middleion  v.  Melton  (6) ;  and  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley  there  never  adverts  to  this  qualification ;  and  Mr. 
Justice  Parke  there  says — ••  The  question  is,  whether  en- 
tries in  a  private  book,  acknowledging  that  he  had  receiv- 
ed certain  sums  of  money,  are,  after  the  death  of  the  party 
who  made  them,  admissible  evidence  against  third  persons 
to  prove  the  fact  of  the  receipt  of  the  money.     This  case 

(n)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  489.  (h)  10  B.  &  C.  327,  328. 
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Exeh.  0/  pieatf  falls  within  the  exception  necessarily  enficrafted  on  the  tie- 
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neral  rule,  which  requires  testimony  on  oath,  viz.  that  an 
admission  of  a  fact  made  by  a  deceased  person,  which  is 
against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  it  at  the  time,  is 
evidence  of  that  fact  as  between  third  persons  ;'*  and  he 
further  adds—''  But  I  think  those  decisions  may  be  sup- 
ported on  the  general  principle,  that  an  entry  made  by  a 
party  cognizant  of  a  fact,  and  having  no  interest  to  make 
a  false  entry,  whereby  he  charges  himself  with  the  receipt 
of  a  sum  of  money,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  receipt  of 
such  money."  I  do  not  find  then,  from  the  cases,  that 
Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington  has  been  discountenanced  by 
the  profession,  or  that  it  is  not  deserving  of  attention,  nor 
why  it  should  be  looked  upon  with  suspicion.  Nor  does 
Lord  TenierdefCs  act  affect  the  question.  It  does  not  ap- 
ply at  all  to  bonds.  That  act  followed,  probably,  in  conse- 
quence of  Boswortb  v.  Cotchett.  I  was  of  counsel  in  that 
case;  and  it  was  contended,  that  unless  evidence  was  given, 
extrinsic  of  the  note,  to  shew  when  the  indorsements  were 
made,  they  could  not  be  received  in  evidence.  It  does 
appear  to  me  a  plain  and  simple  proposition,  that  where 
a  party  who  has  no  motive  to  misrepresent,  and  who  is 
peculiarly  cognizant  of  the  fact,  makes  a  declaration  against 
his  interest  at  the  time  of  making  it,  such  declaration  is  re- 
ceivable in  evidence.  I  do  not  proceed  on  the  appearance  of 
the  bond.  But  can  any  one  say,  on  looking  at  it,  and  at  Py- 
bus's  evidence,  that  it  was  not  a  contemporaneous  act?  It 
is  a  strong  circumstance  with  me,  that  this  indorsement 
was  made  in  the  performance  of  a  duty,  and  I  think  it  is 
entitled  to  great  weight;  but,  as  I  said  before,  I  do  not 
found  myself  on  that ;  I  wish  to  give  my  decision  on  ge- 
neral principles. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  was  not  present  during  the  whole  of 
the  argument,  and,  therefore,  shall  not  give  any  opinion. 

GuRNEY,  B. — If  I  were  to  go  over  the  cases,  I  should 
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only  repeat  what  has  already  fallen  from  the  Court     I    Exeh,efPieat, 

.  .  1833 

can  only  say  that  I  entirely  concur.     The  rule  is  well 

Butnmed  up  in  I  PAilUpps  on  Evidence,  255.     The  present 

case  falls  within  every  branch  of  it. 

Rule  discharged. 


Parks  v.  Edge. 

A.8SVMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  the  indorsee  Where,  in  a  de- 

against  the  indorser.     The  declaration  stated  that  one  bin  of  exchange, 

Samuel  Souihgaie,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  made  his  bill  of  exchange  JhaTihrbufw 

in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  one  John  Harvard,  ^ravfn  by  s,  s„ 

payable  to  his 

and  thereby  required  the  said  John  Harvard  to  pay  to  his  order,  and  the 
orcfer  69/.  10*.  U.,  thirty  months  after  the  date  thereof,  d'uced  in"ev'i~' 
which  period  had  then  elapsed :  and  that  the  said  Samuel  ^*"^®  ™  P*?" 

'^  ^         '  able  to  the  order 

Southgate  then  and  there  indorsed  the  said  bill  to  the  said  ofT,E.:—Heid, 
defendant,  and  the  said  defendant  then  and  there  indors-  had  rightly  ex- 
ed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  said  John  Har-  ereton.'inai-' 
vard  did  not  pay  the  said  bill,  although  the  same  was  pre*  losing  the  re- 
sented to  him  on  thcNday  when  it  became  due;  of  all  which  amended  under 
the  defendant  then  and  there  had  due  notice.  QiLr«~ 

At  the  trial,  before  Bolland,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  Whether  the 

®     Court  in  banc 

after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  bill  when  produced  in  has  any  right  to 

.  ,  ^11  revise  the  opin- 

evidence  was  as  tollows:  ion  of  the  Judge 

"  69/.  IO5.  Irf.  London,  March  25,  1828.      fn directingsuch 

Thirty  months  after  date,  pay  to  the  order  of  Mr.  J^J^!!L^„"^^. 
Thomas  Edge,  fifty-nine  pounds  ten  shillings  and  Id.,  va-     i"  >  deciara- 

,  tion  by  indorsee 

lue  received.  of  a  bill  against 

T^  Ttf*     /^;i«  Pl^^^r.^.1    Slrn  Somucl  Southgate:*        indorser,  it  u 

lO  Mr.  JO/in  Iiarvara,  CKC,  ^  not  necessary  to 

*,    ^  r  y   J  J  allege  a  special 

"  Accepted,  indorsed.  acceptance  at  a 

Payable  at  8.  Chak  "  Thomas  Edge.  l^^,S!^^[ 

Lane,  Ckeapside.  Henry  Parks."  »*  »"«**  P^* 

*  '^  *'  It  is  sufficient 

John  Harvard:*  to  stateageneral 

presentment  to 
the  drawee, 
without  stating  any  acceptance,  and  to  prove  the  presentment  at  the  particular  place  pointed  out  by 
the  acceptance. 


4<30 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


Exch,  of  Pleat,      JcTvis^  for  the  defendant^   objected  that  the   plaintiff 

ought  to  be  nonsuited.     But  the  learned  Judge,  on  appli- 
cation, allowed  the  record  to  be  amended ;  and  overruled  an 

« 

objection,  which  was  taken,  that  the  amendment  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  Judge,  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15. 
It  was  then  objected,  that  it  ought  to  have  appeared  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  bill  was  presented  at  the  particular 
place  where  it  was  made  payable  by  the  acceptance.  The 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  parties,  and  of  present- 
ment at  8,  Cloak  Lane^  and  of  notice  of  dishonour  having 
been  given,  it  was  objected,  that  the  declaration  should  have 
contained  an  averment  of  the  presentment  at  the  particu- 
lar place  where  the  bill  was  made  payable  by  the  accep- 
tor; and  that  a  count  not  stating  any  acceptance,  and  a 
mere  general  presentment  to  the  drawer  was  insufficient. 
The  learned  Baron  overruled  this  objection  also,  but  gave 
the  defendant  leave  to  move  on  both  points. 

J.  Jervis  now  moved  accordingly,  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict, and  enter  a  nonsuit.  First,  under  the  9  Geo,  4,  c. 
15,  the  learned  Baron  was  not  justified  in  making  the 
amendment;  thb  being  a  variance  in  substance,  and  not 
merely  in  form.  In  Whitshead  v.  Scott  (a),  Lord  Tenter- 
den  refused  to  allow  the  record  to  be  amended,  saying:  '^  I 
think  I  ought  not  to  allow  an  amendment.  It  is  the  duty 
of  a  Judge  to  take  care  that  business  shall  be  conducted 
with  ordinary  care.  Here  is  gross  negligence ;  and  laxity 
in  allowing  amendments  has  in  my  opinion  done  more 
harm  than  good.*'  So  in  Jelfv.  Oriel  (b),  the  same  learn- 
ed Judge  sajd, ''  The  object  of  that  act  of  Parliament  was, 
to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice  from  accidental  errors.  Now, 
this  is  a  blunder  which  no  man  could  make,  who  would 
but  use  his  eyesight.  I  have  always  thought  we  have  gone 
too  far  from  the  strict  rules,  for  the  purpose  of  attaining 
justice  in  some  particular  case ;  the  consequence  of  which 

(a)  2  M.  &  M.  137.  (b)  4  C.  &  P.  22. 
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has  been,  that  these  cases  have  been  quoted  as  prece-  Exck.  of  PUas, 
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dents,  and  great  laxity  has  been   introduced  into  prac-  ^ 

tice.'*  The  discretion  of  the  Judge  is  confined,  within  Parks 
the  terms  of  the  act,  to  clerical  errors,  and  ought  not  to  edqr. 
have  been  exercised  here.  In  Webb  v.  Hill{a)f  Lord  Tcn- 
terden  says,  ''  This  is  nothing  like  a  mere  mistake  in  set- 
ting out  a  written  instrument;  it  is  the  allegation  of  matter 
totally  different  from  that  offered  in  evidence.'*  Here,  the 
allegation  and  proof  are  substantially  different.  [Bat/ley, 
B.— So  it  would  be  in  every  variance  where  an  amendment 
was  required.]  But  this  is  a  substantial  variance  in  the 
substance  and  not  in  the  form  merely.  [Bayley,  B. — The 
defendant  knew  whether  he  had  indorsed  more  than  one 
bill  of  that  date  and  amount.]  It  is  submitted  that  the 
real  cause  of  action  is  not  shewn  on  the  face  of  this  decla- 
ration. 

Secondly — This  bill  is  accepted  payable  at  No.  8,  Cloak 
Lane^  Cheapside;  but  in  this  declaration  there  is  no  alle- 
gation that  it  was  so  accepted,  nor  is  it  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration that  any  presentment  was  made  at  that  place. 
In  Gf&6v.  Ma/A^r(6),  which  was  an  action  brought  by  the 
indorsee  against  the  drawers  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  ac- 
ceptance was  as  follows: — ''Accepted,  at  Messrs.  Jones, 
Lloyd  S^Co.y  Bankers^  London,^^  At  the  trial  it  was  objected^ 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  charge  the  drawers,  ought  to 
prove  a  presentment  of  the  bill  at  the  bankers*  mentioned 
in  the  acceptance ;  but  Mr.  Justice  Parke,  who  tried  the 
cause,  overruled  the  objection,  and  directed  the  jury  that 
such  proof  was  unnecessary.  A  bill  of  exceptions  having 
been  tendered,  the  question  was  argued  before  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber,  and  the  Court  was  of  opinion,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  I  8c  2  Geo  A,  c.78,  8.1,  in  order  to  charge  the 
drawer,  a  presentment  of  the  bill  at  the  bankers*  was  re- 
quisite.    And  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 

(a)  1  M.  &  M.  255.  (6)  2  Cr.  &  Jer.  254. 

VOL.  I.  6  G 


V. 

Edge. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  Court, observed,  that '' the  doubt  which  had  been  form- 
^  *  _  -^  ^^  (^^  ^**  confined  to  the  case  where  the  question  arose 
Parks  between  the  holder  and  the  acceptor.  In  cases  between  the 
indorsee  and  the  drawer,  upon  a  special  acceptance  by  the 
drawee,  no  doubt  appeared  to  have  existed  but  that  a  pre- 
sentment at  the  place  specially  designated  in  the  accep- 
tance was  necessary  to  make  the  drawer  liable  upon  the  dis- 
honor of  the  bill  by  the  acceptor."  [Bayley,  B. — Was  it 
proved  in  this  case?  The  allegation  does  not  signify.  You 
are  not  bound  to  state  the  acceptance,  but  only  to  prove  such 
a  presentment  as  the  real  acceptance  required.  In  Gibb  v. 
Mather y  no  presentment  at  the  particular  place  was  proved. 
In  the  ordinary  action,  you  state  that  the  bill  was  duly 
presented  to  J.  S.  You  are  not  bound  to  state  the  place 
where  it  was  presented.]  It  is  submitted,  that  this,  as 
against  the  indorser,  is  a  special  acceptance;  and,  there- 
fore, that  it  was  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  a  present- 
ment at  the  particular  place,  to  make  the  indorser  liable. 

Bayley,  B. — The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  1«5,  provides,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  Judge  sitting  at  Nin  Prius,  arid 
any  Court  of  oi/er  and  terminer,  &c.,  if  such  Court  or 
Judge  shall  see  fit  so  to  do,  to  cause  the  record  in  which 
any  trial  shall  be  pending  before  any  such  Judge  or  Court 
in  any  civil  action,  &c.,  when  any  variance  shall  appear 
between  any  matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evi- 
dence and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon  the  re- 
cord whereon  the  trial  is  pending,  to  be  forthwith  amend- 
ed in  such  particular  by  some  officer  of  the  Court,  on  pay- 
ment of  such  costs  (if  any)  to  the  other  party,  as  such 
Judge  or  Court  shall  think  reasonable;"  that,  therefore, 
gives  a  discretionary  power  to  the  Judge  at  NUi  Prius» 
In  this  case  an  action  is  brought  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 
which  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff* 

(a)  t.  e.  before  the  pasdojip  of  the  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  79. 
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Xhat  bill  is  misdeficribed  in  the  declaration :  it  is  a  bill  Ejcch,  of  pum, 

1833 
payable  to  the  order  of  Edffe;  but,  in  the  declaration,  it     ^    ^^'  - 

is  described  as  a  bill  payable  to  tlie  order  of  SouUigate;        varks 
still,  EdgCy  in  point  of  fact,  is  the  person  who  indorses  the         euge. 
same  hill  to  the  plaintiff*.     The  question  is,  whether  the 
Judge  exercised  a  sound  discretion  in  directing  an  amend- 
ment so  as  to  make  the  statement  agree  with  the  fact,  consis- 
tently with  the  justice  of  the  case.     I  entertain  great  doubt, 
whether  it  is  not  exclusively  for  the  discretion  of  the  Judge ; 
and,  at  present,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  competent  for 
this  Court  to  revise  the  discretion  of  the  Judge.     But,  con- 
ceding that  we  should  be  warranted  in  so  doing,  in  my  opin- 
ion the  discretion  was  here  rightly  and  properly  exercised. 
N^o  doubt  there  was  a  bill  of  excliange  which  correspond- 
ed in  date,  in  amount,  and  in  the  name  of  the  drawer, 
and  which  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 
If  there  had  been  two  bills  of  the  same  date  and  amount, 
and  corresponding  in  the  name  of  the  drawer,  and  indors- 
ed by  the  defendant,  he  might  have  proved  that,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment ;  and,  upon  such  proof,  I,  sitting  at 
NUi  PriiUf,  should  have  said,  this  is  a  case  in  which  two  bills 
were  indorsed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  on  the  other  bill,  and  I  should  have  refus- 
ed the  amendment;  but,  as  there  is  here  no  such  sugges- 
tion, and  it  is  palpable  that  this  was  a  mistake  only,  which 
does  not  interfere  with  the  justice  of  the  case,  I  think  the 
discretion  was  properly  exercised.  The  case  otJelfy,  Oriel 
was  a  decision  of  Lord  Tenterden's  at  Nisi  Prius,  and 
was  a  very  different  case  from  thb.     There  the  bill  was  de- 
scribed on  the  face  of  the  declaration  as  accepted  payable 
at  Sir  James  Esdnilc^s  ^  Co.,  Bankers,  London,  or  at  No. 
18,  Poland  Sfreei,  Oxford  Street;,  when,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  bill,  as  originally  accepted,  was  accepted  payable  at  Sir 
James  Esdaile's  ^  Co.,. Bankers,  London,  and  the  other 
part  bad  been  added  subsequently,  and  not  hy  the  accep- 
tor*   This  was  a  very  material  difference,  as  that  altera- 

og2 
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Exch,  of  PUas,  tion  might  have  been  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution; 

and  I  cannot  say,  that,  where  there  is  an  alteration  which 
would  have  amounted  to  forgery,  the  Judge  did  wrong  in 
refusing  to  allow  the  amendment.     Then,  as  to  the  objec- 
tion^ that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  allege  in  his 
declaration  a  presentment  at  the  particular  place,  N^o.  8, 
Cloak  Lane — the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  a  present- 
ment, but  the  manner  and  place  of  presentment  are  mat- 
ter of  evidence.     It  is  not  necessary  to  state  an  acceptance, 
whether  general  or  at  a  particular  place,  against  any  party 
except  the  acceptor;  and,  therefore,  a  plaintiff  who  de- 
'  clares  without  stating  an  acceptance  by  the  drawee,  cannot 
be  bound  to  state  on  the  record  such  a  presentment  as  the 
real  acceptance  requires.     It  is  merely  matter  of  evidence, 
and  the  proof  of  the  presentment  at  the  particular  place 
pointed  out  by  the  drawee  is  evidence  of  the  general  pre- 
sentment alleged  in  the  declaration.     I  think  that  on  both 
points  this  rule  ought  to  be  refused. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  avoid  giving  any  decided  opinion  as  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  revise  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  at  Nisi  Prius^  but  it  appears  to  me  a  question 
purely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge.  This  is  a  very  sa- 
lutary act  of  Parliament.  In  this  instance,  the  discretion 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  properly  exercised.  On  the 
other  point,  I  agree  with  my  learned  Brother. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  continue  of  the  same  opinion  as  at  the 
trial.  Jelfy.  Oriel  is  distinguishable,  for  the  reasons  which 
have  been  given.  It  was  not  suggested  that  there  was  any 
other  bill,  and  I  therefore  thought,  that,  in  allowing  this 
amendment,  I  was  only  furthering  the  justice  of  the  case. 
The  objection  that  there  ought  to  have  been  an  allegation 
of  a  presentment  at  the  place  named  in  the  acceptance  was 
not  much  pressed.  It  was  not  necessary  that  there  should 
be  an  allegation  that  the  bill  was  accepted  payable  at 
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8,  Cloak  Lane,  or  that  it  was  presented  there.     The  bill  ^'^*^^^^^^' 
was  proved  to  have  been  presented  at  the  place.  v — ^ — ^ 

Parks 

V. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred.  edge. 

Rule  refused. 


Forbes  v,  Grkoory  and  Others. 

V^ASE   for  libel.     The   declaration   contained    sixteen  gome  of  many 
counts.      All   the  defendants,  excepting  three,  pleaded  defendantede- 

,  iDurred  to  some 

the  general  issue  to  the  whole  declaration;  two  of  them  counts  of  a  de- 
demurred  jointly  to  the  fifth  and  eleventh  counts,  and  pielded"not 
pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  remainder  of  the  declaration;  guijty  to  the  re- 

tr  &        J  mamder;  and 

and  another  defendant  demurred  separately  to  the  same  the  rest  of  the 
counts,  and  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  remainder  of  the  de-  pleaded  not 
ciaranon.  ^^^^^  i—Held, 

In  the  course  of  this  term,  the  demurrer  came  on  to  be  that  the  defen- 
dants who  de- 
argucd,  when  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  murred,  could 

The  attorney  for  the  three  defendants,  then  gave  two  |*a1ningjudg- 
separate  rules  for  judgment  upon  the  demurrer,  ancfserv-  JJJoup"n**the 
ed  two  separate  bills  of  costs  on  the  judgments  of  demurrer,  demurrer,  tax 

.  -  .  -         .  their  costs  upon 

With  two  separate  notices  of  taxmg  costs.  that  judgment. 

Mansel  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  notices 
of  taxing  costs  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  all  proceedings 
thereon  stayed.  He  cited  Asiley  v.  Young  (o),  and  Par- 
ioti  V.  Stanning  (&),  as  proving,  that,  where  an  issue  as  to 
part  only  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  either  in  law  or  in  fact, 
is  found  for  the  defendant,  he  is  not,  upon  such  finding, 
entitled  to  costs.  In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  might 
succeed  on  the  trial  against  all  the  defendants  upon  the 
other  parts  of  the  record,  or  against  the  defendants  who 
had  not  demurred  upon  the  whole  record,  as  the  part  de- 

(a)  2  Burr.  1232.  {b)  5  East,  261. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  murred  to  might  be  good  after  verdict ;  at  all  eventSi  the 

1833  o  o  » 

^    defendant  was  premature  in  attempting  to  tax  his  costs  at 

Forbes       present^  as  the  rule  of  Hilary  Terra,  ^  Will.  4  (a)  only  en- 

Obeoohy.     ables  the  defendant  to  deduct  costs  of  issaes  found  for 

him  out  of  the  plaintiff's  costs  (6). 

The  Court,  after  taking  time  to  consider,  granted  the 
rule ;  against  which — 

Hutchinson  shewed  cause,  but  the  Court  made  the— 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  R.  74.  No  costs  shall  be  al- 
lowed, on  taxation,  to  a  pliuutifT, 
upon  any  counts  or  it^sues  upon 
which  he  has  not  sueceedctl;  and 
the  costs  of  all  issues  found  for 
the  defendant  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  plaintiffs  costs. 


{b)  It  was  also  suggested,  that 
the  8  &  9  WiU.3y  c.  11,  does  not 
appply  to  actions  on  the  case. 
That  is  tnie  as  to  the  first  section, 
but  not  as  to  the  second,  which  is 
the  section  in  question. 


LiNLEY  and  Others  v.  Clarkson. 
An  agreement    ASSUMPSIT  Oil  an  agreement  by  the  therein-named 

to  pay  rateahiy  ^  •' 

and  proportion'  committec  agaiust  One  of  tlic  Subscribers.  The  agreement, 
^othTwnu^  after  reciting  that  Sir  William  Pillnngton  and  others, 
ILSIJrftr  <^^"^"  ^^  *^®  Wakefield  soke  mills,  together  with  their 
and  set  oppoHte  lessees.  Were  about  to  file  a  bill  or  bills  in  the  duchy  court 

to  our  rgtpective 

namf«,wiu6ign-  of  Lancaster,  or  commencing  one  or  more  action  or  ac- 
dantVnd  neu?y  tions,  suit  or  suits,  ngainsl  some  one  or  more  of  the  resiants, 
two  hundred      tenants,  or  inhabitants  of  and  within  the  township  oiAlet' 

other  persons,  ^  ■         ,        , 

who  wrote  in      thorpe  with  T/iomcs,  in  the  county  of  York,  for  liaving  m 

figures  the  sums 

subscribed  by 

them  opposite  their  names,  these  suras  being,  with  a  few  eiceptions,  guineas.    The  words  of  the 

agreement,  including  the  signatures  and  sums  as  far  as  the  defendant's  inclusively,  amounted  to 

less  than  1080;    and  the  words  of  the  agreement,  with  all  the  signatures  without  the  sum«, 

amounted  to  less  than  1080  wnrd&;  but  including  the  signatures,  the  words  amounted  to  more  than 

1080: — Held,  that  a  single  R  stamp  was  insufficient. 
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his  possession  and  making  use  of  one  or  more  mill  or  mills,  EjtcH,  of  pu<u, 
engine  or  engines,  for  the  purpose  of  grinding  corn,  grain,  ^ 

and  roalt,  used  and  consumed  in  their  dwelling-houses,  or  Linley 
for  having  used  and  consumed  in  their  said  dwelling-houses  Clarkson. 
corn^  grainj  or  malt,  not  ground  at  the  said  soke  mills;  and 
also  reciting  that  the  said  resiants,  tenants,  and  inhabi- 
tants had  a  right  to  keep  in  their  possession  and  make  use 
of  any  engine  or  mill  for  the  purpose  of  grinding  corn,  &c. 
for  sale,  or  to  be  consumed  in  their  dwelling-houses.  Now, 
they  whose  names  were  thereunto  subscribed,  being  seve- 
rally inhabitants,  resiants,  or  owners  of  estates  of  and  with- 
in the  township  of  Abcrihorj)€  and  Thornes  aforesaid,  in 
order  to  resist  the  claim  of  the  said  Sir  fVilliam  Pilking- 
ion  and  others,  their  lessees,  did  thereby  nominate  and  ap- 
point David  Linley  and  others  therein  named,  to  be  a 
committee  to  defend,  conduct>  and  manage  any  suit  or  ac- 
tion, &c.,  that  should  be  brought  as  before  mentioned ;  and 
they,  the  said  subscribers,  did  thereby,  for  themselves  se- 
verally and  respectively,  and  for  their  several  and  respec- 
tive executors,  &c.,  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said 
committee,  their  executors  and  administrators,  that  they 
and  each  of  them,  and  their  and  each  of  their  several  and 
respective  heirs,  executors,  &c«,  should  and  would  from 
time  to  time,  when  thereunto  requested  by  the  said  com- 
mittee, pay  to  them  on  demand  their  several  and  respec- 
tive shareSf  parts,  and  proportions  of  all  bills  for  fees, 
costs,  charges,  damages,  and  expenses  which  should  or 
might  be  by  them  incurred,  or  which  they  might  bear,  pay, 
or  sustain,  &c.,  for  or  on  account  of  defending  any  such 
suits  as  aforesaid,  or  anything  relating  thereto  until  the 
final  determination  thereof,  **ralcably  and  proportionally 
according  to  the  sums  of  money  severally  subscribed  by  us 
and  set  opposite  to  our  respective  names.''  And  they  there- 
by authorized  and  empowered  the  said  committee,  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  to  demand,  collect,  sue  for,  and  receive 
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^*ch,^  Pleas,  the  same  accordingly.     This  agreement  was  signed  by  the 
v,.^.^^..,.^     inhabitants,  resiants,  and  owners,  to  the  number  of  nearly 
LiNLCT        two  hundred,  with  different  sums  in  figures  opposite  their 
Clarksox.     names. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes 
for  the  county  of  York,  the  agreement  was  produced  in 
evidence,  stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp,  upon  which  it  was  ob- 
jected that  it  ought  to  have  been  a  11.  15s.  stamp,  as  the 
agreement  with  the  signatures  and  sums  contained  more 
than  1080  words.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  ob- 
jection, and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict,  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  above  and  se- 
veral other  grounds,  which  it  became  unnecessary  for  the 
Court  to  decide  upon* 

t/bii^«,Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,against  which— 

Alexander  and  Wightman  now  shewed  cause. — The  ob- 
jection here  is^  that  a  stamp  of  20«.  was  not  suflScient.  The 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  14«8,  directs,  (schedule,  part  1),  that,  where 
any  agreement  shall  not  contain  more  than  1080  words, 
(being  fifteen  common  law  folios),  the  stamp  shall  be  1/.; 
and,  where  the  same  shall  contain  more  than  1080  words, 
1/.  15«.  In  this  case,  such  part  of  the  agreement  as^  it  is 
submitted^  it  was  necessary  to  give  in  evidence,  was  less 
than  that  number  of  words.  The  agreement,  including 
the  first  signature,  contained  only  nine  folios,  and  in- 
cluding all  the  signatures  as  far  as  the  defendant's  in- 
clusive, and  every  sum  set  down  as  far  as  the  defen- 
dant's signature,  it  only  contained  twelve  folios  and  thirty- 
three  words;  and  it  is  submitted  that  is  sufficient.  [Bay- 
ley,  B. — Must  you  not  take  into  account  all  the  signa- 
tures in  order  to  settle  the  proportions  to  be  paid?]  The 
question  is,  whether  the  agreement  was  valid  when  sign- 
ed  by  the  present  defendant.     At  the  time  the  agree- 
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ment  was  so  signed,  it  was  a  perfectly  good  and  valid  in-  ^cA.  of  PUa*, 

strument;  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how^  by  any  act  not  done  ^   '  v 

by  the  party  signing,  it  oan  be  rendered  invalid.     [Bay-  Ltnley 

letf,  B. — You  must  look  to  all  the  names  and  all  the  sums  clarkson. 
to  see  the  amount  for  which  each  of  the  parties  is  liable.] 
The  only  signature  proved  at  the  trial  was  the  defendant's. 

Bayley,  B. — Ought  you  not  to  have  proved  all,  as  by 
the  agreement  you  were  only  liable  to  pay  an  aliquot  pro- 
portion. I  cannot  ascertain  the  amount  of  your  aliquot 
proportions  without  reading  all  the  signatures.  Then,  are 
not  the  signatures  from  first  to  last  to  be  read,  in  order 
to  see  how  much  you  ought  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  ? 
The  difficulty  is,  you  must  refer  to  the  sums  to  see  what 
is  due  from  the  defendant. 

The  other  Barons  concurred,  and  the — 

Rule  for  a  nonsuit  was  made  absolute. 


Barlow  i?.  Rhodes  and  Another. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  enter-  The  words 
ing  the  plaintiff's  close,  and  pulling  down  his  wall,  at  fFe-  "hercV^ion^!' 
therby^  in   Yorkshire.     The   defendants  pleaded  several  »"«» «>r  in  any- 
special  pleas,  of  which  only  the  third  and  seventh  were  uig,"?if a'con- 
relied  upon  at  the  trial.    The  third  plea  justified  the  tres-  "'^^^i^Ly 
passes,  under  a  claim  of  a  right  of  way  over  the  locus  in  ouo.  "°^  *'"^^*y  "P" 

**  •'^  3'  purtenant,  un- 

under  a  grant  from  the  Duke  of  Devonshire y  when  owner  les*  the  parties 

appear  to  have 
intended  to  use 
(hose  words  in  a 
sense  larger  than  their  ordinary  legal  sense. 
Q»aTe — Whether  such  intention  can  be  collected  from  any  thing  dehon  the  deed,  as,  from  a 
plan  of  the  premised  marked  on  particulars  of  sale  referred  to  in  the  deed.     Semhk — Not. 
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^^^^  ^^^'  ^"  ^^^'    '^^  seyeotb  plea  claimed  a  right  of  way  of  ne- 
cessity.   The  replications  traversed  these  rights. 

It  appeared  upon  the  trial  before  lioUand,  B.,  at  the 
last  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Yori,  that  the 
Duke  of  Devonshire,  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  town 
of  Welherby,  put  it  up  to  sale  by  auction,  in  lots,  in  Oc^ 
tober,  1824.  At  that  sale,  a  Mrs.  Dawson,  under  whom 
the  defendants  claimed,  became  the  purchaser  of  the  Blue 
Anchor  public-house  and  back  premises,  being  lot  ^; 
and  the  plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  of  lot  20,  con- 
sisting of  a  dwelling-house  fronting  the  street,  with  a 
yard,  back  premises,  and  garden  behind.  In  lithographed 
plans  exhibited  at  the  sale,  the  gateway  between  the  two 
properties  towards  the  street,  and  over  which  the  right  of 
way  in  question  was  claimed,  was  excluded  from  both  lots 
by  strong  black  lines,  as  in  the  subjoined  plan : 
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The  Duke  conveyed  the  Blue  Anchor  to  Mrsi  Dauh  Sxek.  oF  Pleas, 
son  in  fee,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated 
the  12th  and.  13tb  April,  1825,  together  with  **  all  ways, 
roads,  rights  of  road,  paths,  passages,  &c«,  to  the  said 
hereby  conveyed  premises,  or  any  part' thereof,  belong' 
ingf  or  in  anywise,  appertaining  J"  This  conveyance  was 
registered  the  38th  June,  1825.  By  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  of  the  35th  and.  26th  May,  1825,  the  Duke 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  the  messuage,  yard, 
garden,  &c.,  forming  lot  20,  and  also  the  gateway  in 
question,  by  the  description  of  '^  the  road  and  gateway, 
and  the  ground  and  soil  thereof,  at  the  south  end  of 
the  messuage,  excluding  all  other  persons  from  every 
right  whatsoever  in,  to,  or  over  the  same  road,  gateway, 
and  ground,  and  every  part  thereof."  This  conveyance 
was  registered  the  16th  January,  1826.  It  further  ap* 
peared  at  the  trial,  that.  Mrs.  Dawson,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  and  conveyance,  was  tenant  to  the  Duke  of  the  whole 
of  lot  24;  that  a  part  of  that  lot,  at  the  north-east  comer 
of  the  Blue  Anchor,,  next  to  the  gateway  (which  at  that 
time  was  used  by  Mrs.  Dawson  as  a  kitclien  to  the  Blue 
Anchor,  Mrs.  Dawson  having  made  an  internal  communi* 
cation  between  them  when  she  became  occupier  of  the 
whole),  had  been  formerly  occupied  by  an  under-tenant  as 
a  cottageand  distinct  tenement;  and  that  such  separate 
occupation  was  put  an  end  to  in  1818  or  1819,  under  a 
general  order  from  the  Duke  against  under-tenancies. 
The  gable  end  of  the  Blue  Anchor  had  no  door  or  window 
into  the  gateway,  but  the  cottage  or  kitchen  had  a  door 
into  the  gateway,  and  the  tenants  used  the  road  from  that 
door  down  the  gateway  into  the  street,  particularly  while 
that  part  of  the  pro[>erty  was  occupied  as  a  separate  tene- 
ment, the  gateway  being  then  the  only  way  to  it.  There 
was  also  an  ash-hole  behind  the  cottage  or  kitchen ;  and 
the  tenants  of  the  Blue  Anchor,  and  of  the  cottage,  while 
it  was  a  distinct  tenement,  used  the  gateway  as  a  road  to 
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Ejcch.  of  Pieast  the  ash-hole  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  their  ashes,  but 
^     nothing  separted  the  ash-hole  from  the  rest  of  the  yard 
Barlow       behind  the  Blue  Anchor.   The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected 
Rhodes.       to  the  plans  being  received  in  evidence  to  explain  the  con- 
veyances; but  the  learned  Judge  admitted  thenii  subject 
to  the  objection.     He  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
had  failed  in  proving  aright  of  way  by  an  implied  grant,  or 
of  necessity;  and  the  jury,  under  his  direction,  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff. 

PoUoci,  in  the  course  of  last  term,  obtained  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial,  against  which — 

Coltman  and  Tomlinson  now  shewed  cause. — The  right 
of  way,  by  necessity,  is  out  of  the  question,  as  the  defen- 
dants' premises  abut  upon  the  street.     Then,   the  only 
question  is,  whether  the  way  claimed  can  pass  under  the 
general  words  in  the  deed  '  belonging  or  in  anywise  ap- 
pertaining.*   All  the  authorities  shew  that  these  words 
can  only  pass  easements  which  are  strictly  appurtenant, 
and  do  not  extend  to  pass  a  way  which  may  have  been 
used,  but  is  not,  in  point  of  law,  appurtenant.     If  it  had 
been  intended  that  all  ways  ever  used  with  the  premises 
should  pass,  the  conveyancer  would  have  inserted  the  words 
**  or  therewith  used  and  enjoyed."     In  Grymes  v.  Pea- 
cock (a),  a  house  and  land  were  granted  for  a  term  of  years, 
with  all  commons  appurtenant  to  the  said  messuage  and 
land;  and  it  was  held,  that  a  right  of  common,  which  had 
been  used  in  the  waste  of  the  owner,  did  not  pass;  and 
Flemmingy  C.  J.,  said — '*  If  it  had  been  laid  with  all  com- 
mons, profits,  and  used^  occupied,  and  enjoyed  with  the 
tenement,  this  had  been  good."    In  Saundeys  v.  OUff{b)i 
the  same  distinction  was  taken,  and  it  was  decided  that  a 
right  of  common  which  was  extinct  (by  unity  of  posses- 

(a)  1  Bulstrode,  1/.  (6)  Moore,  467. 
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sion{a) )  could  not  pass  by  the  words  **  de  common  appur-  Exck.  of  Pleas, 
tenant  et  spectant  al  messuage,  mes  tons  commons  usual- 
fnent  occupies  ove  le  messuage  voiloit  aver  passe  autiel 
common*^    So,  in  Bradshaw  v.  Eyre  {b),  a  common  had 
been  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession;  and  the  land 
to  which  &C.9  was  then  demised,  with  all  commonsi  profits, 
and  commodities  thereto  appertaining,  vel  occupat.   vel 
usitat,  cum  pradicto  messuagio;  and  the  question  was^ 
whether  the  common  was  revived,  or  whether  it  may  not 
enure  as  a  new  grant  of  common  for  so  many  years.     It 
was  held  clearly  that  the  common  was  extinguished  by 
unity  of  possession^  it  being  common  appurtenant,  and 
could  not  be  revived  again.     But  it  was  also  held,  that, 
by  the  words  of  the  lease  '  of  all  commons,  &c.  occupied  or 
used  therewith  &c.,'  it  is  a  good  grant  of  a  new  common. 
So,  in  Worledg  v.  Kingswel  (c),  the  grant  was  communi- 
arum  quarumcunque  dido  messuagio  spectant.  site  in  all- 
quo  modo  pertinent,  vel  cum  eodem  messuagio  dimisso  usitat , 
and  it  was  held  a  new  grant  of  the  common.   Whalley  v. 
Thompson  (d)  and  Clements  v.  Lambard  (e)  are  also  au- 
thorities in  point.   In  Harding  v.  Wilson  {f)  it  was  said, 
by  Holroyd,  J.  — "  Again,  the  under-lease  describes  the 
ground  demised,  and  the  ways  granted,  by  the  words, 
'  all  ways  thereunto  appertaining.'    The  road  in  question 
being  over  the  soil  of  the  original  lessor  would  not  pass 
by  those  words.     Leases  usually  contain  the  words  here- 
tofore used,  by  which  such  a  way  would  pass."  In  Kooys- 
tra  V.  Lucas  {g),  the  way  passed  by  the  words  therewith 


(a)  Used  here,  and  frequently,  learned  Baron  in  Canham  y,  Fisk, 

for  unity  of  ownership.  **  Unity  2  C.  &  J.  126. 

of  possession  is  generally  an  in-  (b)  Gro.  £liz.  670. 

correct  expression  used  for  unity  (c)  Id.  794. 

of  ownership;  unity  of  possession  (d)  1  B.  &  P.  371. 

only  suspends  the  easement?"  per  (e)  1  Taunt.  205. 

Bayley,  B.,  in  the  principal  case:  (/)  2  B.& G.  100 ;  3  D.  &  R.287. 

and  see  the  same  remark  by  the  (g)  6  B.  &  A.  835. 
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Ejcek.  of  PUoi,  fication,  and,  conBeqaently,  that  this  rule  should  be  dis- 

charged. 

BayleYi  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     It  baa  been 
decided  over  and  over  again,  that  where  an  easement  has 
become  extinct  by  unity  of  ownership,  and  the  owner 
wishes  to  grant  the  easement  with  the  premises,  to  which 
it  was  formerly  appurtenant,  he  must  use  language  to  shew 
that  he  intended  to  create  the  easement  de  novo.     If  you 
convey  the  close,  with  all  ways  thereto  belonging  and  ap- 
pertaining, the  easement  will  not  pass,  except  in  a  case 
of  a  way  of  necessity,  where  such  right  of  way  would  pass 
without  any  words  of  grant  of  ways.    That  was  decided  in 
Gryme^  v.  Peacock^  where  the  right  of  common  was  ex- 
tinguished by  unity  of  ownership.    If,  in  the  case  of  an 
easement  extinguished  by  unity  of  ownership,  a  man 
grants  the  land,  to  which,  before  the  extinguishment,  the 
right  of  common  was  attached,  and  uses  only  the  words 
'  appertaining*  and  *  belonging,'  the  right  will  not  pass, 
these  words  not  being  sufficient  to  revive  the  right.    There 
are,  however,  apt  words  for  the  purpose  of  passing  such 
an  easement;  and,  if  you  will  only  insert  the  words  'or 
therewith  used  and  enjoyed,'  the  right  would  pass.    It  has 
been  said  at  the  bar,  that  there  is  a  distinction  between 
'  belonging '  and  '  appertaining ;'  it  is  the  first  time  I  have 
ever  heard  of  such  a  distinction ;  and,  in  all  the  cases  re- 
ferred to,  where  these  words  have  occurred,  the  Courts 
have  uniformly  considered  them  as  having  the  same  mean- 
ing.   It  has  been  said  also,  that  we  are  at  liberty,  in  tbis 
case,  to  refer  to  the  plan  on  the  particulars  of  salci  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  us  in  our  construction  of  this  deed.    I 
will  not  speak  with  certainty  on  this  point;  but,  my  pre* 
sent  impression  is,  that  we  cannot  look  dehors  the  deed. 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the  plan,  I  should  be  of 
opinion,  that  no  intention  appears  to  use  the  words  in  a 
different  sense  from  their  ordinary  legal  one.    [The  learn^ 
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ed  Baron  then  described  the  premises  from  the  plan.]  I  Exck,  of  Pkoi, 
should  consider  this  as  a  plan  describing  the  premises  in 
their  then  state;  but,  it  appears  to  me,  that  it  would  be  a 
most  forced  construction  to  say,  that  it  was  intended  to 
continue  a  right  of  way  through  the  opening.  If  the  party 
means  to  grant  a  way,  which  is  not  essential  to  the  enjoys 
ment  of  the  premises  demised,  he  must  use  the  proper  and 
apt  words  for  such  purpose.  In  this  case  such  a  way  was 
not  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  demised. 
[The  learned  Baron  then  stated  other  reasons  for  not 
thinking  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  as  contended 
for  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.]  We  have  been  pressed 
with  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Edgington.  I  consider  that 
merely  as  a  case  of  a  way  of  necessity,  and  not  as  a  case 
properly  requiring  the  construction  of  the  words  '  belong- 
ing' and  'appertaining;'  because,  if  there  had  been  no 
such  words,  the  law  would  have  implied  the  way  in  ques- 
tion, on  the  principle,  that  where  you  grant  property,  you 
grant  the  right  of  access  to  that  property.  There  were  two 
ways  of  getting  into  the  yard  in  question  in  that  case.  One 
or  other  was  essential  to  the  use  of  the  tap-room  as  a  way  of 
necessity.  There  being  only  two  ways,  and  one  way  be- 
ing necessary,  all  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  to 
decide  was,  to  which  of  the  two  was  the  plaintiff  entitled. 
Now,  one  was  a  more  natural  and  convenient  way  than  the 
other,  and  that  was  therefore  determined  to  be  the  one 
which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  use.  That  case  not  ap- 
pearing to  me  to  apply  to  the  present,  and  a  current  of 
authorities  settUng  the  legal  construction  of  the  words  in 
question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  are  bound  to  construe 
these  words  according  to  their  ordinary  legal  sense;  and, 
therefore,  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  remain  of  the  same  opinion  as  at  the 
time  of  the  trial.  It  appears  to  me,  that  we  are  to  look  to 
the  words  of  the  conveyance  only,  and  to  say,  whether  we 
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Barlow 
Rhodes. 


Etch,  of  PUas,  can  give  them  a  different  interpretation  from  that  which 

they  ordinarily  bear  in  legal  instruments.  In  Morris  v. 
Edgington  a  larger  interpretation  than  usual  was  given  to 
these  words;  but  that  was  because  it  was  clearly  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties*  In  this  case  I  look  at  the  convey- 
ance and  find  merely  the  words  usual  in  all  conveyances. 
We  have  been  pressed  to  go  out  of  the  deed.  Even  if  it 
were  conceded  to  the  defendanti  that  he  has  a  right  to 
avail  himself  of  the  plan,  which  right  I  very  much  doubts 
I  think  that  he  would  derive  no  benefit  from  it.  [The 
learned  Baron  then  stated  his  reasons  for  thinking  that 
the  plan  and  deed  taken  together  did  not  warrant  the  in- 
ferenoei  that  the  right  of  way  in  question  was  intended  to 
pass.] 


GuRNEY^  B. — I  do  not  see  any  thing  in  this  case  to 
shewi  that  the  parties  intended  to  use  these  words  in  a 
different  sense  from  the  ordinary  legal  one. 

Rule  discharged. 


Doe  d.  William  PhillipSi  John  Jones,  and  Lewis 

Morris  v.  Evans  and  Lloyd. 

The  insolvent  E JECTMENT  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  pre- 
roay  be  proved  mises  in  the  county  of  Cardigan.  The  case  was  tried  be- 
m'i^^^ted  ^^^^  Alder ion,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes  for  the  coun- 
by  the  ute  act  7  ty  of  Cardigan.    It  appeared^  that,  in  the  year  1794,  the 

OtQm  4,  c  57,  al-  •  •  ,  ,  1.1,  n 

thougbthepro-  premises  m  question  were  mortgaged  by  persons  ttien 
commenoediuid  sciscd  in  fee  by  appointment  and  demise  for  a  term  of 

took  place  un- 
der tbe  former 
act  1  Gtfo.  4,  c.  119. 

The  provisions  in  the  7th  section  of  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  1 19,  with  respect  to  the  mode  of  conduct- 
ing the  sale  of  the  insolvent's  estate,  are  directory  only. 

StmhUf  that  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car,  2,  c.  S,  an  outstanding  term,  vested  in  a  trustee, 
upon  trust  to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  liable  to  be  seiaed  under  an  execution  against  the  cetW 
qme  inut,  the  owner  of  the  inheritance. 
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one  thousand  years.    In  1797.  David  Jones,  afterwards  an  Bxch.  rf  PUas, 

.     .  1833. 

insolventi  and  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  «7bAn 

Jones,  purchased  the  premises  for250/,|  and  they  were,  by 
lease  and  release  of  the  1st  and  2nd  June,  1797,  conveyed 
to  him  in  fee,  the  term  of  one  thousand  years  being  as- 
signed to  one  John  Moses,  to  attend  the  inheritance.  The 
said  David  Jones^  on  his  marriage  in  1807,  settled  the 
premises  on  himself  and  wife  for  their  livesi  and  after  their 
decease  on  their  first  and  other  sons,  &c.    John  Jones,  one 
of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  is  their  eldest  son.     David 
Jones  was  taken  in  execution  in  August,  1820;  and,  on 
the  29th  December  following,  he  petitioned  to  be  disr 
charged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  execut- 
ed the  usual  assignment  to  Mr.  Henry  Dance,  the  pro- 
visional assignee,  and  also  made  out  and  subscribed  his 
schedule.     On  the  25th  August,  1821,  he  was  discharged 
under  the  Insolvent  Act    On  the  6th  Novewher,  1828, 
Dance  executed  the  usual  assignment  to  David  Evans,  a 
creditor  of  the  insolvent,  as  general  assignee.     David 
Evans  sold  the  life  estate  of  the  insolvent  on  the  13th 
of  Julff,  1830,  and  the  insolvent's  son,  John  Jones,  one 
of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  became  the  highest  bidder 
and  purchaser  at  674/L  /  and  the  life-estate  was  convey- 
ed to  him  by  indentures  of  the  11th  and  13th  Decern^ 
her,  1830.    By  indentures  of  14th  and  15th  December, 
1830,  John  Jones,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  insolvent 
David  Jones,  and  his  wife,  mortgaged  the  premises  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Lewis  Morris,  to  eecure  1,500/.  and 
interest  then  advanced  by  Lewis  Morris.    On  the  20th  of 
October,  1830,  letters  of  administration  to  the  effects  of 
John  Moses,  the  assignee  in  1797  of  the  residue  of  the 
term  of  one  thousand  years,  were  granted  to  Thomas  Jones, 
otherwise  Moses,  his  son,  and  one  of  his  next  of  kin.    On 
the  15th  oi December,  1830,  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  other- 
wise Moses,  assigned  the  premises  for  the  residue  of  the 
term  of  one  thousand  years  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
William  Phillips^  In  trust  for  the  said  Lewis  Morris;  and 
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Btch,  of  PUa$,  after  redemption  by  payment  of  the  mortgage  money,  to 

the  joint  appointment  of  the  said  John  Janes  and  his  mo- 
theri  and  in  default  thereof  to  attend  the  inheritance.  The 
petition  for  the  insolvent's  dischargei  the  assignment  of 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Dance,  the  provisional  as- 
signee,  and  the  assignment  from  Dance  to  David  Evans, 
the  sub-assignee,  were  proved  by  certified  copies  under 
seal;  which  was  proved  to  be  the  seal  of  the  Insolvents* 
Court.  Also  the  schedule  by  a  similar  certified  copy, 
the  Justices'  adjudication  of  David  Jones  being  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  the  certificate  of 
the  issuing  the  order  for  his  discharge  to  the  gaoler  of 
Cardigan  gaol. 

K  V.  WHUams,  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the 
insolvent  proceedings  were  not  properly  proved,  and  that 
the  legal  estate  was,  therefore,  in  the  trustee  of  the  term 
of  one  thousand  years  for  David  Jones,  who  was  seised 
of  the  inheritance ;  and  that  the  term  was  liable  to  be  taken 
under  an  execution  against  David  Jones  under  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds.  And  accordingly  he  gave  in  evidence  the 
minutes  of  the  judgment,  an  elegit  and  inquisition  thereon, 
against  David  Jones  in  the  year  18^;  and  submitted,  that, 
on  the  demise  of  Phillips,  a  moiety  only  of  the  land  could 
be  recovered,  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict upon  all  the  demises  which  depended  on  the  insolvent 
proceedings.  He  further  objected,  that  the  plaintiff,  at  all 
events,  could  not  recover  on  the  demise  from  John  Jones,  the 
purchaser  from  the  general  assignee,  because  the  sale  was 
hot  proved  to  have  been  made  conformably  to  the  direC' 
tions  of  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  1 19,  inasmuch  as  it  is  directed  by 
the  7th  section,  that  the  general  assignee  shall  sell  any 
real  estate  of  the  insolvent  within  two  months  after  the  as- 
signment by  public  auction,  in  such  manner  and  at  such 
place  as  the  major  part  of  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent, 
who  shall  assemble  together  on  any  notice  in  writing,  pub- 
lished in  the  London  Gazette,  &c.,  shall,  under  his,  her. 
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m*  tbeir  hand  or  handsi  approve;  whereaa,  in  this  case  it  Exeh,  ^  Pieat, 
appears^  that  the  sale  was  delayed  for  nearly  two  years;  and) 
besides,  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  sale  was  by  auction^ 
or  that  the  other  modes  described  by  the  act  had  been 
followed  with  respect  to  the  sale:  and  there  was  no  de- 
mise firom  the  general  assignee. 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  whole^  but  reserved  the  point  as  to 
one  moiety,  and  gave  liberty  to  move  to  alter  the  verdict 
accordingly, 

E.  V.  Williams  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly-^ 

t/.  Wilson  and  ChiUon  shewed  cause.-^ Whatever  may 
be  the  question  under  the  Insolvent  Act,  there  is  here  a 
demise  from  Phillips^  in  whom  an  outstanding  term  is 
vested,  and  in  whom  the  legal  estate  is;  and  on  that  de- 
mise the  plaintiff  must,  at  all  events,  recover.     That  is 
the  term  of  one  thousand  years  which  was  assigned  by 
the  deed  of  the  15th  December,  1830,  by  Thomas  Jones 
to  WilUam  Phillips.     As  to  the  question  under  the  In» 
solvent  Acts,  it  b  said — First ,  That  the  plaintiff  gave  no 
legal  evidence  of  the  proceedings,  because  he  gave  evi- 
dence of  the  proceedings  as  under  the  statute  of  the  7 
Oeo^  4,  c.  75,  instead  of  under  the  1  Oeo.  4,  c.  119,  un- 
der which  the  insolvent  petitioned,  and  was  discharged. 
But  the  later  statute  makes  the  records  of  the  old  Court 
the  records  of  the  new;  and  they  may,  thereforCi  be  prov- 
ed as  the  records  are  directed  to  be  proved  under  the 
new  act.     By  the  76th  section  of  that  act,  it  is  provided, 
that  a  copy  of  the  petition,  schedule,  order,  and  other  pro- 
ceedings purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  officer  in  whose 
custody  the  same  shall  be,  or  his  deputy,  certifying  the 
same  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such  petition,  &c.,  shall  be  ad*- 
mitted  in  evidence,  without  any  proof,  further  than  that 
the  same  was  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Court.     Here, 
office  copies  of  the  documents  were  produced  under  the 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  and  therefore  tbey^ 
1833 
^         '  ^     were  properly  proved  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 

Doe         Insolvent  Acts. 
Phillips  Secondltf-^A^t  is  said,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  proved 

Evans.  ^  ^^  within  six  months,  nor  any  notice  of  the  sale  as  re- 
quired by  the  1  Oeo.  4,  c.  1 19|  s.  7,  in  order  to  a  meeting 
of  the  creditors.  But  that  provision  is  merely  directory, 
and  does  not  incapacitate  the  provisional  assignee  from 
conveying  the  estate.  And  even  if  it  were  otherwisci  the 
defendant  did  not  prove  that  the  modes  prescribed  by  the 
act  had  not  been  complied  with;  and  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  must  be  presumed  that  omma 
rite  esie  acta.  The  onus  lies  on  the  defendant,  to  shew 
that  the  provisions  of  the  act  were  not  complied  with.  It 
would  be  attended  with  great  inconvenience,  if  the  onus 
were  thrown  on  the  purchaser.  It  would  give  always  a 
doubtful  title,  depending  upon  whether  the  preliminary  re- 
quisites had  been  complied  with  or  not.  Doe  v.  Spencpr{a) 
and  Dance  v.  Wyatt  {b)  shew  that  the  act  is  merely  direc- 
tory* But  those  objections  apply  only  to  the  demise  from 
John  Jones — they  do  not  apply  to  the  demise  from  WiUiam 
Phillips.  The  only  objection  as  to  that  is,  that  under  the 
elegit 9  in  1818,  this  term  was  seheed  in  execution.  [Bayletf, 
B» — ^May  you  not  take  a  term  for  years  in  execution?]  It  is 
apprehended  not.  It  has  been  decided,  that  an  equitable 
interest  in  a  term  of  years  cannot  be  taken  in  execution  un* 
der&Ji.fa.  Scott  y.Scholey{e)^  referred  to  in  2  Sound. 
1 1  a,  n.  (m) ;  and  it  is  there  said,  *'  in  which  case  Lord  EUen* 
borough  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  a  trust  estate 
for  years  is  not  within  the  statute  29  Car.  S."  In  giving 
judgment  in  Scott  v.  Scholey^  Lord  Ellenborough  says^ 
' '  The  very  silence  of  the  statute,  which,  while  it  expressly 
introduces  a  new  provision  in  respect  oi  lands  and  tenements 
held  in  trust  for  the  person  against  whom  an  execution  is 

(a)  11  B.  Moore,  7,  232;  5.  C.      486. 
3  Bing.  203,  370.  (c)  8  East,  466. 

(i^)  4  M .  &  P.  201 ;  5.  C.  6  Bing. 
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aued.  says  notbinir  as  to  trusts  of  chattel  interests,  affords  a  Exck,  of  Pleas, 
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Strong  argument  that  those  interests  were  meant  to  con- 
tinue in  the  same  situation  and  plight^  in  respect  of  exe- 
cutionsi  in  which  both  freehold  and  leasehold  trust  inter- 
ests equally  stood  before  the  passing  of  that  statute.'* 
[Bayley^  B. — There  the  defendant  had  had  a  lease  of  the 
premises,  but  had  assigned  it,  and  had  nothing  remaining 
in  him  but  a  bare  equitable  interest.    You  are  to  contend, 
that  they  cannot  seize  the  freehold,  because  the  term  pro- 
tects it;  and  not  the  term,  because  it  is  only  an  equitable 
interest.     Here  David  Jones  was  seised  in  fee  of  these  pre- 
mises, subject  to  the  term.   Can  you  protect  the  fee  against 
the  elegit  ?  The  case  o{ Scott  v.  Scholey  was  a  very  different 
case  from  the  present.    There  a  person  had  only  an  equit- 
able interest  in  a  term  for  years ;  he  had  not  the  inheritance.] 
It  was  determined,  in  Doe  v.  Greenhill  (a),  that  even  if  a 
clear  trust  term  of  years  be  within  the  statute,  yet  it  must  be 
held  simply  and  solely  in  trust  for  the  defendant ;  and,  as  in 
that  case  it  was  held  for  the  defendant  and  another,  the 
statute  was  considered  not  to  apply;  and,  doubtless,  the 
same  rule  would  prevail  as  to  trusts  of  freehold.     [Bay* 

4 

ley,  B. — Here  this  party  was  possessed  of  this  term  in 
trust  for  David  Jones,  and  David  J  ones  only.]  If  he  was 
a  trustee  for  any  one,  he  was  a  trustee  for  Henry  Dance, 
the  provisional  assignee.  An  execution  must  be  sued 
against  the  property  that  a  party  has  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  being  sued  out,  not  against  what  he  has  alienat- 
ed. Then,  if  thb  estate  passed  to  Dance  in  1818,  the  term 
would  be  held  in  trust  for  him,  and  it  could  not  be  taken 
under  the  elegU  in  1826  against  David  Jones. 

,  E*  V.  Williams,  contri. — In  this  case  there  are  several 
demises  relying  on  title  under  the  insolvent  proceedingsr, 
and  one  under  the  trust  estate  assigned  to  /F.  Phillips 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.  684.    See  also      v.  Pugh,  12  B.  Moore,  577;  S.  C. 
Harris  v.  Booker,  12  B.  Moore,      4  Bing.  335. 
283;  S.  C.  4  Bing.  96;  an4  Harris 
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Exek^o/PUas,   for  the  residue  of  the  term.    First — The  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  under  the  insolvent  proceedings.    Either  the  legal 
estate  is  still  in  the  insolvent,  or  in  the  general  assignee, 
David  Evans.    No  title  has  been  shewn  under  the  in- 
solvent proceedings,  because  the  case  has  been  proved 
under  the  present  Insolvent  Act  instead  of  the  former  act, 
under  which  the  insolvent  was  discharged.     By  the  act  of 
1  Geo*  4,  c.  1 19,  8. 45,  a  true  copy  of  the  petition,  sche- 
dule, order,  judgment,  and  other  proceedings,  signed  by 
the  officer,  is  made  legal  evidence  of  the  same*     By  the 
present  act  the  assignment  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  title  of 
the  assignee,  without  proof  of  any  other  proceedings.  De- 
Iqfield  V.  Freeman  (a).     There  is  no  power  given  by  the 
first  act  to  make  the  assignment  alone  evidence ;  but  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  proved  the  previous  proceedings 
by  shewing  the  signature  of  the  officer  certifying  them  to 
be  true  copies.     [Bayley,  B. — The  consequence  of  that 
would  be,  that,  unless  the  7  Geo.  4  applies  to  proceedings 
under  the  1  Geo.  4,  there  would  be  no  means  of  proving 
them  at  all,  as  the  present  officer  has  no  right  to  sign ;  he 
seals ;  sealing  is  substituted  for  signing :  by  a  liberal  con* 
struction,  the  word  signature  may  be  satisfied  by  sealing.] 
The  late  act  does  not  so  view  it,  as  the  act  says  it  shall  be 
sufficient  if  it  purports  to  be  signed.     The  act  proceeds  on 
this  principle;  it  requires  less  positive  proof  of  signature, 
and  superadds  the  necessity  of  proving  the  seal  of  the 
Court.    It  is  clear,  that,  under  the  present  act,  the  words 
''  purporting  to  be  signed,"  and  **  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
the  Court,*'  must  mean  both;  and  that  sealing  alone  is  not 
sufficient.     But  the  present  act  does  not  apply  to  pro- 
ceedings under  the  I  Geo, 4,    It  says,  s.  1 — ''And  that 
all  things  shall  and  may  be  done  by  all  persons  relating  to 
the  matters  of  such  petitions,  which  such  persons  might 
have  done,  if  the  said  recited  acts  had  been  continued  by 
this  act;  and  that  the  said  recited  acts  (except  as  is  here- 

(a)  3  M.  &  P.  704;  S.  C.  6  Bing.  294. 
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inbefore  proyided)  shall  be  repealed ,  and  the  same  are  Exeh,  of  PUas, 
hereby  repealed,  except  as  aforesaid.     [Bayley,  B. —     v^_f^ 
Then  you  ought  to  go  a  step  further;  because^  if  the 
latter   statute   repeals  the  former  acts,  then  you  must 
prove  it  as  at  common  law.]     This  act  expressly  forbears 
repealing  the   former  act  with   respect  to  proceedings 
commenced  under  it.     It  provides  for  a  transfer  of  the 
recordsi  and  only  partially  repeals  the  former  acts*     The 
old  act  quoad  these  proceedings  was  unrepealed.     Then, 
another  question  here  is,  whether  the  sale  was  not  void 
by  reason  of  non-compliance  with  the  seventh  section 
of  the  1  Oeo.  4*,  which  requires  that  the  real  estate  shall 
be  sold  by  auction  within  two  months,  and  that  notice  of 
the  sale  with  a  view  to  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  shall  be 
given ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  act  is  directory  or 
imperative  in  that  respect.    [Bayley^  B. — You  are  aware 
of  the  note  in  ChUty's  Statutes^  296,  that  the  omission 
to  convene  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  to  be  no  bar  to  the  action  of  the 
assignee.     If  the  legal  estate  is  once  vested  in  Dance,  what 
becomes  of  your  elegit?    It  is  quite  immaterial  whether 
the  sale  was  valid  or  invalid.]     They  may  have  a  verdict 
on  that,  but  not  on  the  demise  by  John  Jones*    Here,  an 
important  right  is  given  to  creditors,  in  the  nature  of  a 
power  to  the  general  assignee;  and  that  power  must  be 
executed  with  the  required  solemnities.   Elliot  y.Dan* 
by  (a).  Berry  v.  Bowes  (6).     Those  were  cases  under  the 
bankrupt  act,  where  the  commissioners  had  by  indenture 
assigned  the  lands  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  which 
indenture  was  afterwards  inroUed;   the  declaration  was 
on  a  demise  made  after  the  indenture,  and  before  inrol- 
ment;  and  it  was  holden  ill,  as  without  inrolment  it  was 
no  sale.    There,  the  inrolment  did  not  go  to  the  essence 
of  the  thing.     [Bayley,  B. — That  was  a  statutable  convey- 
ance not  allowed  by  the  common  law.     The  whole  estate 

(a)  12  Mod.  3.  (6)  lVentr.d60;  SirT.  Jones,  196. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  is  here  vested  in  the  assiirnee ;  he  is  not  a  mere  ccuaduit 
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pipe.     If  the  assignee  makes  an  unprofitable  bargain,  the 

creditors  may  interfere.  Here  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
they  had  done  so;  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
complaint,  it  is  to  be  presumed  omnia  rite  esse  acta*  You 
do  not  shew  that  the  requisites  of  the  act  have  not  been 
complied  with.  The  onus  of  proof  is  on  you.  This  is 
not  the  mere  exercise  of  a  power.  The  exercise  of  a 
power  is  where  I  have  a  right  to  appoint  over  your  pro- 
perty. If  I  have  the  legal  estate,  I  do  not  exercise  a 
power.  It  is  for  you  to  make  out  that  the  requisites  of 
the  act  have  not  been  complied  with.  If  you  could  have 
proved,  for  instance,  that  it  was  not  a  sale  by  public  auc« 
tion,  that  would  have  shewn  that  they  had  not  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act.]  As  to  the  demise  on  the 
trust  estate,  we  are  at  all  events  entitled  to  a  moiety.  The 
insolvent  is  the  cestui  que  trust  of  the  term  of  one  thousand 
years.  In  Scott  v.  Scholey,  Lord  EUenborough  puts  that 
case  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  mere  equitable  interest, 
a  resulting  trust.  [Bay ley,  B. — That  was  certainly  quite 
a  different  case.  There  the  party  had  not  the  inheritance 
in  him;  but  had  only  an  equitable  interest.]  There  it 
was  only  a  resulting  trust  in  equity  after  payment  of  a  debt. 
[Bayley,  B. — And  therefore,  if  it  had  been  held  that  the 
term  might  be  seized,  it  would  have  superseded  the  charge 
on  the  estate.]  In  Doe  v.  OreenhiU  (a)  it  is  put,  that  a  clear 
and  simple  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor  is  seizable. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  an  ejectment  on  the  several  de- 
mises, first  of  William  Phillips,  then  of  John  Jones,  and 
lastly  of  Lewis  Morris.  Phillips  claimed  in  the  character 
of  trustee,  as  assignee  of  an  outstanding  term.  Jones 
claimed  as  purchaser  of  the  estate  under  the  general  as- 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.  699. 
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signee  of  the  insolvent.     Looking  to  the  evidence,  the  title  sxeh.  of  pum, 

1QQQ 

of  Phillips  to  a  moiety  is  quite  clear.    The  term  under  °^' 

which  PliiUips  claimed  was  created  by  deed  of  appoint- 
ment and  demise  in  1794,  was  conveyed  to  John  Moses  in 
1797,  and  from  him  the  term  was  assigned  by  Thomas 
Jones,  his  administrator,  to  William  Phillips,  one  of  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  so  that  the  title  was  clearly  traced 
from  the  creation  of  the  term  to  PhilUps,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff.    Then  an  elegit  was  issued  in  1826,  under 
which  this  term  was  seized;  so  that  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  a  moiety  of  the  land  on 
that  demise,  the  legal  estate  being  in  the  trustee.     The 
other  question  is,  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidience  of 
the  proceedings  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  so  as 
to  warrant  the  conveyance  by  the  assignee  to  David  Jones. 
On  the  trial,  a  copy  of  the  petition  and  different  docu- 
ments and  proceedings  under  the  Insolvent  Act   were 
produced,  authenticated  under  the  seal  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court.     But  it  has  been  insisted  on  by  Mr.  Wil- 
liams, that  there  was  no  legal  proof  ofthe  insolvent  pro- 
ceedings; that,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  the 
party  was  insolvent,  but  that  he  was,  as  far  as  it  legally 
appears,  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  at  the  time  of  the 
elegit  executed;  and,  consequently,  that  a  moiety  was  seiz- 
able  under  the  stat.  29  Car,  2,  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee. 
And  I  agree  with  him  that  it  is  so,  if  the  insolvent  pro- 
ceedings were  not  properly  proved.     Mr.  Williams  says, 
they  were  not,  because  the  office  copies  should  have  been 
proved  to  have  been  signed  by  the  proper  officer,  as  re- 
quired by  s.  45  of  the  1  Geo,  4,  and  not  merely  purport 
to  be  signed  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Court,  as  di- 
rected by  the  7  Geo  A,  c.  75.     But  I  think,  that,  looking 
at  both  acts  together,  they  are  one  system ;  and  that  it 
must  be  intended,  that  what  is  evidence  of  the  proceedings 
under  the  7  Geo.  4,  should  be  evidence  of  the  proceedings 
under  the  corresponding  clause  in  the  1  Geo.  4.    That  sta- 
tute directs,  that  every  assignment  shall  be  entered  on  the 
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SjcH.  qf  PUatt  proceedings  of  the  Court;  and  it  provides,  that  an  otRee  co- 
py shall  be  sufficient  evidence  thereof  in  all  Courts ;  and  the 
45th  section  provides,  that  a  true  copy  of  the  petition,  sche- 
dule, order,  judgment,  and  other  proceedings,  signed  by  the 
officer  in  whose  custody  the  same  shall  be,  certifying  it  to 
be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  admitted  in  all  Courts  as  legal 
evidence  of  the  same.    Then  came  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  67,  by 
which,  sect.  I,  the  powers  given  to  the  Court  established 
by  the  1  Geo.  4  are  vested  in  the  Court  continued  by  the  7 
Geo.  4,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  petitions  of  persons  who 
had  petitioned  under  that  act,  or  to  persona  discharged 
under  the  53  Geo.  S,  and  which  is  in  other  respects  re- 
pealed.    The  7  Geo.  4  did  not  create,  but  continued  the 
provisions  of  the  former  act.     By  the  19th  section,  the 
conveyance  to  the  assignee  is  to  be  filed  of  record;  and  a 
copy  of  the  record,  on  parchment,  purporting  to  have  the 
certificate  of  the  provisional  assignee  indorsed  thereon, 
and  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Courts  shall  be  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  assignment,  and  of  the  title  of  the 
provisional  assignee,  in  all  Courts,  &c.     That  creates  a 
distinction  between  the  two  acts.    But,  by  the  89th  sec- 
tion, all  the  records  then  in  the  Court  are  to  remain  in  the 
custody  of  the  officers  of  the  Court,  and  shall  be  deemed 
the  records  of  the  Court  so  continued  as  aforesaid.    It 
would,  therefore,  be  strange,  if  there  should  be  one  rule 
of  evidence  as  to  one  set  of  records,  and  another  as  to  the 
other.     The  76th  section  is  the  clause  applicable  to  the 
evidence  of  these  proceedings.     By  that  section  it  is  enact*- 
ed — **  that  a  copy  of  the  petition,  schedule,  order,  and 
other  proceedings^  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  officer 
in  whose  custody  the  same  shall  be,  or  his  deputy,  certi- 
fying the  same  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such  petition,  &c., 
shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  in  all  Courts,  as  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  same,  without  any  proof  further  than  that  the 
same  is  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Court."    Now,  the  pro- 
ceedings produced  in  this  case  were  proved  conformably 
to  the  76th  section  of  the  7  Geo.  4;  and  there  was  no  prooC 
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dehors  tibe  instniment  itself,  that  it  was  the  seal  of  the  In-  Bxeh,  rf  Pkag, 
solvent  Debtors'  Court :  but  it  purported  to  be  signed  by 
the  officer  of  the  Court.  The  76th  section,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  substitutes  sealing  for  signing,  in  all  cases  where  the 
proceedings  are  to  be  given  in  evidence.  The  seal  of  the 
Court  then  becomes  the  signature  of  the  Court  and  of  the 
officer.  Under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  S,  c.  3,  it 
haa  been  held,  that  the  sealing  of  a  document  is,  substan- 
tially, signing;  and  if  so  under  that  act,  why  not  under 
the  present.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  these  were 
office  copies,  properly  receivable  in  evidence.  If  so,  that 
prevents  the  elegit  taking  effisct;  and  the  whole  of  the 
premises  would  be  recoverable  under  that  demise. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  title  proved  supports  the 
demise  from  Jones^  the  purchaser,  the  objection  was,  that 
the  plaintiflf  had  not  shewn  a  compliance  with  the  act  as  to 
a  meeting  of  the  creditors,  &c.  thirty  days  before  the  sale, 
according  to  the  provision  in  the  7th  section  of  the  1st 
Geo.  4,  c.  119.  If  that  is  to  be  considered  as  conditional, 
then  the  plaintiff  must  have  proved  that  meetings  were 
held;  but  in  our  judgment  the  statute  is  directory  only. 
It  would  be  very  inconvenient  if  it  should  become  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  make  out  a  title  when  the  estate  got  into 
other  hands,  that  all  these  matters  should  be  required  to  be 
proved  to  have  been  complied  with.  But  if  the  statute  be 
not  directory  in  that  respect,  I  think  there  is  another  an- 
swer. Four  years  have  elapsed  since  the  sale,  and  no  objec- 
tion has  been  taken  to  the  validity  of  it  by  any  of  the  cre- 
ditors. Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  objection, 
it  must  be  presumed  that  omnia  riti  esse  acta.  There- 
fore, on  that  demise  also  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  a  verdict,  and  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Vaughan,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  judgment  de- 
livered by  my  brother  Bayley.  My  only  reason  for  de- 
ferring my  judgment  was,  that  I  thought  it  desirable 
to  look  over  the  sections  of  the  acts  with  some  care.    It 
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Exch.  of  Pleas, 
1B33. 


Where  there 
are  cross  de- 
mands, and  the 
defendant 
pleads  a  set-off, 
the  plaintiff  is 
not  obliged  to 
prove  the  whole 
of  his  account 
in  the  first  in- 
stance, bat  may 
prove  only  the 
balance  which 
he  claims;  and 
aAer  the  defen- 
dant has  proved 
his  set-off,  the 
plaintiff  may 
prove  other 
parts  of  his  ac- 
count to  shew 
that  a  larger 
sum  was  due. 


Williams  v.  Da  vies. 

Assumpsit  on  several  bUls  of  exchange  with  the 
common  counts.  The  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsiif 
the  statute  of  limitations,  and  a  set-off. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B,,  at  the  Mid- 
dlesex sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  plaintijffi  in 
the  first  instance,  proved  a  sum  of  221. 6s»  8d.  to  be  due  to 
him  from  the  defendant,  and  said  that  he  had  documents  to 
prove  a  larger  sum  to  be  due,  which  he  should  not  put  in, 
unless  the  defendant  proved  his  set-off.  Chilion,  for  the 
defendant,  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  provp 
his  whole  demand  in  the  first  instance,  and  had  no  right, 
to  go  into  evidence  in  reply,  having  in  part  met  the  defen- 
dant's case.  The  defendant  then  proved  his  set-off  to  a 
larger  amount  than  the  plaintiff  had  proved.  In  answer  to 
the  defendant's  case,  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  prove  two 
bills  of  exchange  which  he  had  accepted  for  the  defen- 
dant's accommodation,  and  had  paid ;  and  the  learned 
Judge  having  allowed  him  to  do  so,  a  verdict  was  found, 
for  the  plaintiff. 


Chilton  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground,  .amongst 
others,  that  the  evidence  in  reply  had  been  improperly  re-> 
ceived;  and  that  it  was  too  late  after  the  plaintiff  had 
closed  his  case,  to  give  evidence  of  demands  which  he  had 
not  made  part  of  his  case  in  the  first  instance.  He 
relied  upon  Rees  v.  Smith  (a),  where  Lord  Ellenborough 
states  the  general  rule  to  be,  that  when  by  pleading  or  by 
means  of  notice  the  defence  is  known,  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  open  the  whole  case  in  chief,  and  can- 
not proceed  in  parts;  that  when  it  is  known  what  the 
question  in  issue  is,  it  must  be  met  at  once.  He  also 
cited  Browne  v.  Murray  (i),  where  Lord  Tenterden  held 


(«)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  31. 


(6)  Ryan  &  M.N.  P.  C.  264. 
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that  in  an  fiction  for  a  libel,  where  the  general  issue  was  Exch,  of  PUas, 

•     •         •  1833 

pleaded  and  also  special  justificationsy  the  plaintiff  might  in  ^ 

the  outset  give  all  the  evidence  he  intends  to  give  to  re-     Williams 
but  such  justification,  or  he  might  do  so  in  reply  to  evi-       davibs. 
dence  produced  by  the  defendant;  but  that  he  was  not  en- 
titled to  give  part  of  such  evidence  in  the  first  instance, 
and  to  reserve  the  remainder  for  reply  to  the  defendant's 
case. 

Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — The  consequence  would  be 
that  the  plaintiff  might  have  to  go  into  proof  of  many 
years'  transactionsi  when  it  would  be  quite  unnecessary  to 
the  claim  which  he  made.  Either  of  the  two  ways  of  pro- 
ceeding may  be  correct;  and  it  must  be  left  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Judge  to  admit  the  evidence  or  not;  and  if 
ultimately  the  evidence  is  received,  it  cannot  be  com- 
plained of. 

Bayley,  B. — Where  evidence  is  rejected  improperly, 
it  is  a  ground  for  a  new  trial.  But  have  you  ever  known  a 
case,  where  a  new  trial  has  been  granted,  because  a  Judge, 
in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  has  allowed  a  party  to 
give  evidence  at  a  late  period  of  the  cause?  It  is  not  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  case  in  the  first  instance — he  claims  and 
proves  the  lesser  sum.  Then  the  defendant  says,  that  he 
has  a  set-off.  The  plaintiff  puts  him  upon  proof  of  it,  and 
when  he  has  proved  his  set-off  to  a  certain  amount,  the 
plaintiff  says,  that  is  not  to  be  set  off  against  what  I  claim, 
for  there  is  another  sum  due  to  me  which  I  now  prove. 

Rule  refused. 


\\2 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1833. 

^ — ^ — ^  Sabine  v.  Field. 

The  Court  re-      X  HE  plaintiff  having  returned  nihil  on  two  writs  of  sci. 
S'aSX'  /«..  Pl^»  now  moyed  for  judgment. 

judgment  on  the 

twowriuof«ct.       Sed  per  Curiam* — It  does  not  appear  that  any  en- 
MiliingSaumy  deavouTS  have  been  made  to  give  the  party  notice. 

endeavour  had 

been  made  to  Rule  refused 

give  the  party  ^"*®  reiusea  • 

notice. 

(a)  See  Reg.  Gen.  Hil.  Term,  2      v.  Ormef  and  Newton  v.  Flighty  cit- 
Will.  4f  rule  8 1 ;  and  see  Lockwood     ed  in  Jeiris's  Rules,  pp.  87,  88. 


MEMORANDA. 

In  the  course  of  this  Term  Tkomcts  Noon  Talfourd^ 
Esquire,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeant  at  Law,  and 
gave  rings  with  the  motto — Magna  vis  veriiaiis. 

In  the  vacation  after  this  Term,  David  PoUock,  Esq., 
Philip  Courtenajft  Esq.,  John  Blackbume,  Esq.,  and  W. 
H»  MaulCi  Esq.,  were  appointed^  his  Majesty's  counsel 
learned  in  the  law. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 

Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  Mich.  Term^  2  Will.  4. 

It  is  ordered,  that,  henceforth,  the  costs  of  proceedings 
upon  writs  of  error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  this 
Court  be  taxed  and  allowed  by  the  Master  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer. 

Tenterden,  J.  B.  Bosanquet, 

N.  C.  TiNDAL,  W.  E.  Taunton,' 

S.  Gaselee,  E.  H.  Alderson, 

J.  Parke,  J.  Patteson. 


REPORTS    OF   CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN 


l%e  €otttt0  of  iS^jcclbei|uer 


AND 


i&x(^tq^ntv  Clbamtier. 


EXCHEQUER  OF  PLEAS,  EASTER  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV. 


Huntley  r.  Sanderson  and  Wilkinson.  vjf^fl^ 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit — the  declaration  was  s,  4*  Co,,  the 
filed  29th  January,  1833.  TI^^h!^^ 

The  first  count  stated,  That  on  the  17th  June,  1826,  in  ^«»  captain, 

,         .  1  ,  /«  1  A  despatched  the 

consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  de-  lauer  to  Mh-a'^ 
fendants,  would  purchase  a  cargo  of  timber  for  the  defen-  structions  to 
dants,  at  a  certain  place  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  Miramichi,  J" d^/^'a ^ 
in  New  Brunswick,  and  would  draw  a  bill  of  exchange  for  draw  upon  them 

for  the  amount 
H,  proceeded  to 
Miramiehi  ac- 
cordingly, and  there  purchased  some  timber  from  one  />.,  for  ISiL  11«.  lid,,  and  drew  %|)ill  upon 
S.  Sf  Co,  for  the  amount,  at  sixty  days'  nght,  in  favour  of  the  seller  or  his  order.  The  bill  was 
dated  4th  September,  1826;  and,  on  the  21st  November,  it  was  duly  presented  for  acceptance  and 
protested  for  non-acceptance.  The  plaintiff  was  in  Liverpool,  with  the,  ship  under  his  command, 
from  October,  1826,  until  Jpril,  1827»  It  was  not  proved  that  the  plaintiff  received  any  notice  of 
the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  either  from  the  then  holder  or  from  the  defendants,  who  had  got  the 
cargo.  In  1832,  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  upon  this  bill,  at  Miramiehi,  and  paid  it,  in  order  to 
release  himself  from  the  arrest.  In  a  special  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against 
the  defendants  for  not  paying  the  bill,  for  not  accepting  it,  and  for  not  indemnifying  the  plaintiff 
from  all  loss  &c.  sustained  by  him  from  having  drawn  the  bill: — Held,  first,  that,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  defendants  could  not  insist  on  the  want  of  proof  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  dis- 
honour of  the  bill,  as  a  defence  to  the  action ;  secondly.  That  a  promise  to  indemnify  was  the  pro- 
mise which  the  law  would,  in  this  case,  imply;  and  as  there  was  no  damnification  till  1832,  the 
statute  of  limitations  did  not  apply. 
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Kxch,  of  Pleat,  the  auiouiit  of  sucli  cargo  upon  the  defendants,  they  the 
^  defendants  undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  that  they 
HuMTLEY  would  duly  pay  such  bill  when  due.  That  the  plain- 
Sanderbon.  tiff,  confiding  &c.j  on  the  4th  September^  1826,  at  Mira- 
micii  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  &c.|  purchased  a  cargo  of  tim- 
ber for  the  defendants,  whereof  he  purchased  part  of  one 
WiUiam  Ledden  for  154/.  lis.  lid.,  and  then  and  there 
drew  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  upon  the  defendants  for 
the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  said  part  of  the 
cargo;  by  which  bill  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  requested 
the  defendants,  sixty  days  after  sight  of  that  his  second 
bill  of  exchange  (first  and  third  of  the  same  tenor  and  date 
not  paid),  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  said  William  Ledden 
the  sum  of  154/.  lis.  lid.  in  London,  for  value  received, 
and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  fVllliam 
Ledden.  That,  on  the  Slst  November,  1826,  at  &c.,  the 
defendants  had  sight  of  the  said  bill,  and  were  then  and 
there  requested  to  accept  the  same ;  and  that  afterwards, 
on  the  23rd  January,  1827,  at  &c.,  when  the  said  bill  be* 
came  due,  and  payable  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof,  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  the  defendants, 
and  the  defendants  were  then  and  there  requested  to  pay 
the  same.  That  the  defendants,  not  regarding  &c.,  did 
not  nor  would  when  the  said  bill  was  so  presented  for  pay- 
ment, or  at  any  other  time,  pay  the  same;  but  then  and 
there  wholly  refused,  and  have  hitherto  wholly  refused  so 
to  do,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  although  the  said  first  and  third 
of  exchange  have  not  nor  have  either  of  them  been  paid  or 
^  presented  for  payment;  by  means  and  in  consequence 
whereof  the  plaintiff,  as  such  drawer  of  the  said  bill,  after- 
wards, on  the  2Srd  October,  1832,  at  &c.,  was  called  upon 
and  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  did  then  and  there 
pay  to  one  Jared  Beits,  the  holder  of  the  said  bill,  the  said 
sum  of  money  in  the  said  bill  specified,  together  with  cer- 
tain interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  of  a  certain  action  be- 
fore  then  brought,  to  wit,  at  &c.|  by  the  said  J,  B.  against 
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the  said  plaintiff  as  drawer  of  the  said  bill,  and  certain  £*ch.  qf  PUa$, 

1833. 
other  expenses  for  exchangOi  re-exchangej  and  postage,  ^  '  ^ 

in  the  whole  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit|  264/.  7^.  \Qd*      Huntley 

by  means  of  the  said  several  premises  the  plaintiff  hath     sandekson. 

been  and  is  damnified  to  the  amount  thereof,    to  wit, 

at  &c. 

The  «^ccmrf  count  stated — ^That^ontlie  I7th  June»  1826, 
in  consideration  (as  in  the  first  count),  the  said  defendants 
undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  that  they  would  duly 
accept  such  bill  when  presented  to  them  for  that  purpose ; 
that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  &c.,  on  the  4th  September^  1826, 
at  Miramichi  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  &c.  (purchase  and  draw- 
ing as  in  the  first  count);  that  afterwards,  on  Slst  Novem-' 
ber^  1826,at&CM  the  defendants  had  sight  of  the  said  bill, 
and  were  then  and  there  requested  to  accept  the  same. 
That  the  defendants  not  regarding  &c.  did  not,  nor  would 
when  the  said  bill  was  so  presented  to  them  for  acceptance, 
or  at  any  other  time,  accept  the  same;  but  then. and  there 
wholly  Infused  so  to  do,  or  to  pay  the  same,  to  wit,  at  &c., 
although  the  said  first  and  third  of  exchange  have  not, 
nor  have  either  of  them,  been  accepted  or  been  presented 
for  acceptance  or  paid»  By  means  &c.  (special  damage  as 
in  the  first  count). 

The  third  count  stated— That,  on  the  1 7th  June,  1 826,  in 
consideration  (as  in  the  first  count),  the  defendants  under- 
took ftc.  that  they  would  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the 
plaintiff  from  all  loss,  damage,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
which  should  or  mi^bt  be  made  or  brought,  arise  or  hap- 
pen, for  or  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  so  drawing  the  last* 
mentioned  bill  of  exchange.  That  the  plaintiff,  confiding 
&c.,  did  afterwards,  on  the  4th  September,  1826,  at  Mira- 
michi aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  &c.  (purchase  and  drawing  as  in 
the  first  count);  that  afterwards,  on  the  21st  November, 
1826,  at&c.,the  defendants  had  sight  of  the  said  bill,  and 
were  then  and  there  requested  to  accept  the  same ;  and  that 
afterwards,  on  the  23rd  January,  1827,  at  &c.,  when  the 
said  bill  became  due  and  payable  according  to  the  tenor 
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Exch.  o/  PUatf  and  effect  thereof,  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  the  de« 
^  fendants,  to  wit,  at  Sec,  and  the  defendants  were  then  and 
HoNTLBY  there  requested  to  pay  the  same;  but  that  the  defendants 
Sanderson,  did  not  nor  ^Tould,  when  the  said  bill  was  so  presented  to 
them  for  payment,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  the  same,  but 
then  and  there  wholly  refused  and  have  hitherto  wholly 
refused  so  to  do,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  although  the  said  first  and 
third  of  exchange  have  not  nor  have  either  of  them  been 
paid  or  presented  for  payment.  That  the  defendants  not 
regarding  &c.  did  not  nor  would  indemnify  or  save  harm- 
less the  plaintiff  from  the  loss,  damage,  costs,  charges,  or 
expenses  arising  and  happening  to  him  the  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  his  the  plaintiff's  having  so  drawn  the  said  bills, 
but  have  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and  still 
wholly  neglect  and  refuse  so  to  do,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  by  means 
and  in  consequence  whereof  the  plaintiff,  as  such  drawer 
of  the  said  bill,  afterwards  &c.  (special  damage  as  in  the 
first  count). 

There  were  three  other  special  counts  on  promises  to 
indemnify,  with  the  money  counts  and  account  stated. 
Pleas — Non  assumpsit  and  the  statute  of  limitations. 

At  the  trial,  before  Gurnet/y  B.,  at  the  Lent  Assizes 
for  the  county  of  Lancaster ^  1833,  it  appeared,  that  in 
1826  the  defendants  were  owners  of  the  ship  Prince  Re- 
gent, of  Liverpool;  that  the  plaintiff  sailed  in  that  vessel 
as  master,  in  the  employ  of  the  defendants,  in  June  of 
that  year,  from  London^  on  a  voyage  to  Miramiehi,  and 
returned  with  the  vessel  to  Liverpool  in  October,  1826, 
and  that  he  remained  in  Liverpool  until  the  middle  of 
April,  1827;  that  the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiff  the,fol- 
lowing  letter  of  instructions : 

'<  London,  17th  June,  1826. 
''  Captain  George  Huntley,  ship  Prince  Regent. 

"  Sir — Accompanying  this  you  will  receive  the  papers 
and  all  other  necessary  documents  for  the  present  intend- 
ed voyage  to  Miramiehi,  On  your  arrival  at  that  port, 
you  will  deliver  the  letters  addressed  to  Mr,  W.  Ledden, 
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Messrs.  L.  and  A..  Messrs.  G.  and  iV..  and  Messrs.  M.  Bxeh.  of  PUoi, 

.  1833. 

and  D,,  and  you  will  inquire  and  see  who  has  the  best  ^ 

timber,  and  on  the  most  reasonable  terms,  and  at  the  same  Huntlet 
time  can  give  the  ship  the  quickest  dispatch.  You  will  Sanderson. 
purchase  the  timber  from  those  parties  who  can  serve  you 
on  the  best  terms,  and  give  the  best  dispatch.  If  Mr.  W» 
Ledden  can  do  this,  we  should  wish  you  to  give  him  the 
preference,  and  we  request  that  you  will  do  so,  provided 
he  serves  you  on  as  eligible  terms  as  the  rest  will  do;  (after 
some  further  directions)  you  must  keep  the  ship's  dis- 
bursements as  low  as  possible,  and  put  the  largest  possi- 
ble cargo  on  board  of  her.  You  will  draw  upon  us  for  the 
amount  of  cargo  and  disbursements  in  separate  bills,  and 
fill  up  the  bills  of  lading  with  our  address. 

(Signed)    "  H.  J.  Sanderson  Sf  Co."* 

It  further  appeared,  that  the  defendants  were  not  ge- 
neral partners,  but  made  some  joint  purchases,  in  which 
they  used  the  style  of  H.  J,  Sanderson  8f  Co.  ir  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  August,  1826,  purchased  a  quantity  of  timber 
of  the  above-mentioned  W.  Ledden,  the  invoice  amount  of 
which  was  154/.  lis.  lid,,  which  timber  was  shipped  on  • 
board  the  Prince  Regent,  at  Miramichi,  and  was  deliver- 
ed to  the  defendants  at  Liverpool,  in  October,  1826;  that 
the  plaintiff  drew  the  following  bill  of  exchange  on  the 
defendants : 

*'  Miramichi,  4th  September,  1826. 
''£154.  lis.  lid.  sterling. 

"  Sixty  days  after  sight  of  this  second  of  exchange  (first 
and  third  of  same  tenor  and  date  not  paid),  pay  to  the 
order  of  Mr.  W.  Ledden  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty-four  pounds  eleven  shillings  and  eleven  pence,  in 
London,  value  received ;  which  place  to  account  of  cargo 
per  Prince  Regent.  .,  ^^^^^  ^^^^^ 

*•  To  Messrs.  //.  J,  Sanderson  8f  Co. 
"  Merchants,  Liverpool.'' 
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£rcA.  of  Pleat,      That  the  said  bill  was  duly  presented  to  the  defendants 
-    at  Liverpool  for  acceptance,  on  the  SIst  November,  1826, 
HuNTLEt      when  the  defendants  refused  to  accept  it;  .and  thereupon, 
3andbr8on;     a  Notary  Public  at  Liverpool  drew  up  a  regular  protest, 
according  to  which  the  bill  at  the  time  of  presentment  for 
acceptance  bore  the  following  indorsements: — "  ffm^Led- 
den,  Jared  Breiis,   ThomtM  Patterson,  Robert  lAgers- 
wood     Pay  to  the  order  of  Messrs.  James  Hunter  %  Co. 
— Rogerson,  Hunter  ^  Co.     That  the  bill  was  presented 
for  payment  on  the  23rd  January,  1827,  in  the  manner 
mentioned  in  the  protest  following,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  Messrs.  Barclay,   Tritton,  Sevan,  8f  Co.  were  the 
bankers  of  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  vizn ''  On 
this  day,  the  23rd  of  January,  1827,  at  the  request  of 
Messrs.  James  Rogerson  of  London,  merchant,  bearer  of 
the  original  bill  of  exchange,  whereof  a  true  copy  is  on  the 
other  side  written,  2\  W.  D.,  of  London,  Notory  Public, 
St^c,  exhibited  the  said  bill  to  a  clerk  in  the  banking-house 
of  Messrs.  Barclay,  Tritton,  Bevan,  ^  Co.,  the  bankers 
in  this  city  of  Messrs.  H.  J.  Sanderson  ^  Co.,  upon  whom 
the  same  is  drawn,  and  demanded  payment  of  its  contents 
(the  time  limited  in  the  said  bill  for  payment  thereof  being 
elapsed  since  the  same  was  protested  for  non-acceptance ; 
and  the  said  bill  being  payable  in  London,  but  no  parti- 
cular domicile  being  fixed  or  appointed  therein  or  thereby 
for  payment  thereof  in  this  city),  which  demand  was  not 
complied  with,  but  the  said  clerk  thereunto  answered,  no 
advice;  nor  could  I  the  said  Notary  obtain  payment  of  the 
said  bill  on  the  Royal  Exchange  of,  or  elsewhere  in,  this 
city ;  whereupon,'*  &c.     And  that  the  defendant  Wilkin- 
son became  a  lunatic  in  Apnl,  1830,  and  has  ever  since 
continued  so.    It  further  appeared  that  in  October,  1832, 
the  plaintiff  arrived  in  Miramichi,  and  was  arrested  on 
the  bill,  by  Jared  Beits,  and  that  he  paid  the  amount  of 
the  bill,  together  with  expenses.     The  arrival  of  a  vessel 
at  Liverpool  is  well  known  tliere,  being  advertised  in  all 
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the  newspapers,  and  the  plaintiff's  arrival  there  must  have  ^ch.  of  PUat, 
been  known.  «^ 

It  was  objected;  for  the  defendantSi  that  the  plaintiff     Hontlly 
ought  \o  have  proved  that  he  had  received  due  notice  of    sanderbon« 
the  dishonour ;  and  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a 
bar»    Gwmey^3^i  reserved  the  points,  and  a  verdict  was 
taken  for  204/.,  subject  to  them. 

A  rule  fliM  having  been  obtained,  cause  was  shewn  in 
Easier  Term  by — 

Wightmam^  for  the  plaintiff. — The  main  question  is, 
whether  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar.  As  to  the  ques- 
tion of  there  being  no  notice,  there  was  no  evidence  one 
way  or  other  to  shew,  that  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  by 
the  laches  of  any  prior  parties; — as  between  these  parties 
the  question  does  not  arise.  There  was  nothing  to  make 
it  necessary  to  prove  such  notice  of  dishonour,  the  defen- 
dants being  atrangers  to  the  bill.  The  bill  is  drawn  by 
the  plaintiff  as  the  agent  and  at  the  request  of  the  defen- 
dants, and  was  to  be  provided  for  by  them*  He  had  a 
right  to  expect  that  they  would  accept  and  pay  the  bill,  and 
it  was  not  bis  duty  to  make  inquiries.  But  the  main  ques- 
tion is  on  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  contract  was  one 
of  indemnity*  At  the  end  of  six  years  he  is  arrested  on 
this  hill  .at  Miramichu  The  statute,  therefore,  cannot  ap- 
ply, because  he  would  bring  no  action  until  he  was  dam- 
nified. The  only  action  the  plaintiff  could  bring  being 
then  on  the  implied  contract  to  indemnify  against  damage, 
how  could  the  plaintiff  bring  his  action  before  he  suffer- 
ed damage?  The  statute  cannot  begin  to  run  until  tlie 
contract)  lio  indemnify  is  broken.  This  distinguishes  the 
case  from  the  cases  relied  upon  on  the  other  side  as  to  the 
implied  undertakings  of  attornies  and  others.  In  that  class 
of  oaaes  the  thing  was  to  be  done  at  a  particular  time,  and 
the  liability  arose  from  the  time  of  that  promise  being 
broken,  and  there  was  then  a  right  of  action,  though  not 
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Ejn>h.  of  Pleas,  to  the  extent  of  the  damage  which  subsequently  accrued. 
>     Here  it  was  not  the  plaintiff's  duty  to  make  inquiries,  he 
HuNTLLY      had  a  right  to  presume  that  they  would  accept  and  pay 
Sanderson,     the  bill.    Whether  they  did  so  or  not  was  immaterial  to 
him  so  long  as  he  was  not  damnified.  It  was  on  that  dam- 
nification and  their  neglect  to  indemnify  him  that  bis  cause 
of  action  arose. 

Cresswell^  for  the  defendant  iSamif^^oft. — Both  the  points 
made  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  are  answers  to  the  plain- 
tiff's case.  On  such  a  bill  as  this  notice  must  be  sent  by 
the  first  regular  ship.  Muilman  v.  D^Eguino  (a).  If  that 
was  an  available  defence  for  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot,  by 
paying  it,  put  the  present  defendants  into  a  worse  situa- 
tion. Turner  v.  Leach  (6)  is  a  strong  authority  on  this 
point.  There,  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  of  exchange  paid  a 
subsequent  indorser,  who  had  been  found  guilty  of  laches, 
and  gave  notice  of  dishonour  to  the  defendant,  a  prior  in- 
dorser; and  though  from  the  numbers  of  indorsers  on  the 
bill,  the  defendant,  in  point  of  fact,  received  notice  of  dis- 
honour at  an  earlier  period  than  he  would  have  done  if  the 
bill  had  passed  regularly  through  all  the  indorsers,  still  it 
was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  waive  the  laches  of 
the  prior  parties ;  and  that,  having  been  discharged  by  that 
laches  from  his  liability  to  pay  the  bill,  he  had  paid  it  in 
his  own  wrong,  and  could  not  recover  over  against  the  de- 
fendant. In  the  present  case  how  could  the  plaintiff  sue 
if  he  was  a  volunteer  in  making  this  payment  when  he  had 
a  legal  defence?  {Bayley^  B. — How  do  we  know  that  he 
had  a  legal  defence?]  The  burthen  of  proof  is  surely  on 
the  plaintiff.  A  party  suing  on  an  indemnity  must  shew 
that  the  party  who  has  sued  him  was  in  a  situation  to  en- 
force  his  claim.  Suppose  that  the  defendants  could  have 
proved  negatively  that  no  notice  was  given,  it  is  clear  that 

(a)  2  H.  Bl.  565.  (6)  4  B.  &  A.  451. 
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the  injury  which  be  had  sustained  was  through  his  own  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
fault,  and  that  he  could  maintain  no  action.    Here,  there-     ^ 
fore,  the  burthen  of  proof  being  upon  the  plaintiff,  he  was      Huntley 
bound  to  make  out  his  allegations ;  but  he  has  not  made  out     Sanderson. 
that  he.  was  compellable  by  law  to  pay  the  bill,  and,  there- 
fore, if  he  has  been  damnified,  it  has  been  by  his  own  fsnilt. 
As  to  the  second  point,  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint is,  that  the  defendants  did  not  make  themselves 
parties  to  the  bill.     There  was  an  implied  promise  to  ac- 
cept, and  the  defendants  broke  that  contract.  Marxetti  v. 
WilliafM  (a)  shews,  that  the  cause  of  action  was  then  com- 
plete, although  no  damage  had  then  occurred  to  the  plain- 
tiff.   The  promise  may  have  been  to  indemnify,  but  it 
was  to  indemnify  by  accepting,  and  afterwards  providing 
for  the  bill.     The  case  is,  therefore,  exactly  the  same  in 
principle  as  Baitley  v.  Faulkner  (6),  in  which  the  cause  of 
action  was  held  complete  on  the  delivery  of  wheat  of  a 
different  kind  from  that  agreed  to  be  delivered;  and,  al- 
though the  special  damage  occurred  within  the  six  years, 
the  statute  was  held  to  be  a  bar.     Short  v.  McLcarthy  (c), 
and  the  other  cases  arising  on  the  negligence  of  attornies 
and  others  (cQ,  some  of  which  seem  extremely  hard  cases, 
establish  the  above  principle.     A  jury  might,  perhaps, 
have  given  him  the  whole  amount  to  put  him  into  funds 
to  meet  the  bill.     [Bayley,  B. — No  jury  could,  by  law, 
have  given  him  such  damages.]     The  amount  of  damages 
not  being  ascertained  is  certainly  no  criterion.     In  the 
cases  cited,  there  was  no  actual  damage  until  after  the 
breach  of  contract.     The  older  cases  establish  the  same 
point    In  Barkly  v.  Kempstow  {e\  (cited  and  confirmed 
in  3  Wilson,  138),  which  was  an  action  to  save  harmless 
and  indemnify  from  escapes,  it  was  held,  that  imme- 
diately upon   the  escape  the  plaintiffs  were  damnified 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  415.  and  HoweU  y.  Young,  5  B.  &  C. 

(b)  3  B.  &  A.  288.  259;  and  the  other  cases  there 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  626.  cited. 

(d)  See  2  Bro.  &  B.  72,  372,          (e)  Cro.  Eliz.  123. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  and  in  danger  to  be  sued^  and  might  sue  the  defendant 

v^^^^l^    presently,  and  not  tarry  till  they  were  sued.     There  b  no 

Huntley      real  distinction  between  that  case  and  the    present; — 

Sanderson,    there  the  promise  was  to  keep  safely  and*  keep  harmless — 

here  it  was  to  accept  the  bill  and  save  harmless.     The 

action  accrued  where  the  promise  to  keep  safe  in  the  one 

case,  and  to  accept  in  the  other,  was  broken.     To  make 

any  thing  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  it  ought  to 

be  shewn  that  no  cause  of  action  accrued  on  the  part  of 

the  person  to  accept,  but  the  authorities  shew  clearly  that 

it  did. 

Cowlings  for  the  defendant   ^j/iE:tMo;i.— *The  plaintiff 
must  shew  that  he  was  under  a  legal,  obfigation  to  pay  the 
money  (a).  He  avers  that  he  was  compelled  to  pay ;  without 
proving  that  notice  was  sent  him  by  the  first  regular  ship  to 
Miramichi^by^  he  does  not  prove  that  averment.    If  he  was 
discharged  by  the  want  of  notice,  he  could  not v  make  the 
defendants  liable  by  subsequently  paymg  the  biU*  Turner 
V.  Leach  (c),  Roscow  v.  Hardy  (</)»  Mareh  v.  MaxufeU{e)^ 
[Bayley^  B. — There  the  plaintiff  was  endeavourmg  to  teco* 
ver  against  a  prior  party  to  the  bill ;  here,  he  sues  on  the  con^ 
tract  of  indemnity.]  There  is  no  greater  hardship  or  diffi* 
culty  in  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  prove  notice  here,  than 
when  suing  a  prior  party;  if  the  plaintiff  had  paid  in  pur* 
suance  of  a  judgment  obtained  against  hbn,  that  might 
have  supplied  the  deficiency.    As>  to  the  statute,  the  otily 
implied  promise  was,  to  accept  or  to  indemnify  by  accept"* 
ing;  but,  even  supposing  a  general  contract  of  indemnity 
to  be  implied,  it  was  broken  by  the  refusal  to  accept,  and 
the  plaintiff  might  then  have  brought  an  action,  he  being 
then  liable  to  be  sued,  and  such  liability  being  a  sufficient 
damnification.    A  contract  of  indemnity  is  an  active  con- 
tract, and  means  that  the  party  shall  do  some  act,  as  by 

(a)  Shepherd's  Touchstone,  390.  (d)  12  East,  434. 

(6)  2  H.  BI.  565.  [c)  2  Camp.  210,  n. 

Cr)4B.  &  A.  451. 
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providing  funds,  &c.|  in  order  to  prevent  the  other  from  ExcH.  ofPieas, 

1833 

being  damnified ;  it  would,  thereforoi  be  broken  on  non-  ^ 

acceptance,  since  the  defendants  had  then  failed  to  do  any-*      Hontlby 
thing  for  the  plaintiff's  security.  A  different  constructioui    Sanderson. 
namely  9  that  the  plaintiff  must  suffer  some  real  loss  before 
he  can  sue,  would  make  an  imperfect  indemnity,  since  it 
would  assume  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  actually  been 
damnified ;  and  would  be  prejudicial,  for  perhaps  the  gua- 
rantaer  might,  in  the  mean  time,  become  insolvent,  and  the 
other  would  then  lose  all  redress  against  which  he  might 
have  guarded  himself  if  he  could  have  sued  previously. 
Thus  the  plea  of  non/uit  damniJicatuSi  though  in  form  a  ne- 
gative plea,  is, in  reality, an  active  one.  Broughion'seaae{a)* 
So,  a  person  agreeing  to  save  harmless  from  an  obligation, 
ought  to  discharge  it  by  release  or  otherwise,  and  commits 
a  breach,  if  the  obligation  be  forfeited  whereby  a  liability 
to  be  sued  is  incurred  (6).  Barklyy.  KempstawCc);  Abbots 
V.  Johnson  {(I);  Bullock  y.  Lloyd  {e).     This  is  also  admit- 
ted by  the  Court  in  Goddard  v.  Vanderheyden  (/),  though 
^they  decided  there  that  until  payment  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  assume  the  form  of  a  debt.  If  the  plaintiff  had  con- 
cluded the  counts  of  the  declaration  by  merely  averring  a 
refusal  to  accept,  they  would  have  been  good,  and  a  plea 
that  the  defendants  afterwards  took  up  the  bill  would  not 
have  been  a  bar.  [Bayley,  B. — Could  the  plaintiff  maintain 
an  action  until  he  had  suffered  some  actual  damage?]  Mar* 
zetti  V.  WiUiamsig)  is  an  authority  that  he  might;  so 
is   Vant  Wart  v.  Woolley  {h\  which  also  tends  to  shew 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  receive  nominal  damages  only, 
for  since  he  purchased  abroad  he  would  pledge  his  own 
credit,  and  might,  therefore,  have  maintained  an  action 
against  the  defendants  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     And 

(a)  5  Co.  24  a.  (/)  3  Wila.  262,  270,  272. 

(&)  Com.  Dig.  Condition,,  J.  (g)  1  B  &  Ad.  415. 

(f )  Cro.  Eliz.  123.  {h)  3  B.  &  C.  439;  S.  C.  6  D.  & 

{d)  3  Buls.  233.  R.  347;  1  M.  &M.  N.P.C.  610. 
(0  2  0arr.  &?.!<.?.  C.  119. 
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^^\XJ*^^'  his  baying  lost  that  remedy  by  lapse  of  time  is  his  own 
V      V  '  ^    faulty  and  ought  not  to  prejudice  the  defendants.     The 
HuNTLBT      cases  citedy  particularly  Bullock  v.  Lloyd,  shew  that  the 
Samdersoit.    plaintiff  might  have  recovered  the  whole  sum  from  the  de- 
fendants immediately  on  non-acceptance ;  but,  even  if  he 
could  have  recovered  nominal  damages  only,  the  judgments 
in  Howell  v.  Young  {a)  shew  the  statute  would  have  been 
a  bar.     That  case  shews,  as  soon  as  a  cause  of  action 
is  complete,  the  statute  commences  running.     And  it  is 
immaterial  that  the  special  damage  is  recent,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the  breach.     Every  count,  par- 
ticularly the  third,  states  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  as 
the  consequence  of  a  prior  cause  of  action,  and  not  as  a 
cause  of  action  itself. 

Cur.  adv,  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  a  special  action  of  assumpsit 
upon  a  promise  to  pay  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  defendant,  upon  another  promise  to  ac- 
cept it,  and  upon  a  third  promise  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff 
from  all  loss^  damages,  costs^  charges,  and  expenses  which 
might  happen  to  him  from  his  having  drawn  the  bill.  The 
facts  oC  the  case  were  shortly  these.  The  defendants  were 
owners  of  the  ship,  Prince  Regent,  of  which  the  plaintiff 
was  the  captain,  and  in  June  they*  dispatched  him  to  Mi- 
ramichi,  with  instructions  to  purchase  a  cargo  of  timber, 
and  draw  upon  them  for  the  amount.  The  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeded to  Miramichi  accordingly,  and  purchased  timber 
there,  from  W.  Ledden,  to  the  amount  of  154/.  lis.  lid., 
and  drew  a  bill  on  the  defendants  for  that  amount  at  sixty 
days'  sight,  in  favour  of  the  seller,  William  Ledden,  or  his 
order.  The  bill  was  dated  4th  September,  1826,  and  on 
the  21st  November  it  was  duly  presented  for  acceptance, 

(fl)  6  B  &  C.  259. 
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ami  protested  for  Don-acceptance.    It  was  again  presented  E»^ch.  of  piea», 
for  paymeDt  at  the  time  when,  if  it  had  heen  accepted,  it  ^ 

would  have  become  due ;  but  a  doubt  having  been  raised      Huntley  ; 

whether  that  presentment  was  at  a  proper  place,  and  it  sandlrson. 
being  immaterial  whether  a  due  presentment  was  made  or 
not,  that  presentment  may  be  laid  out  of  the  case.  The 
plaintiff  was  in  Liverpool,  with  the  Prince  Regent  under 
his  command,  from  October,  1826,  until  the  middle  of 
April,  18^;  and  it  did  not  appear,  upon  the  trial  of  this 
cause,  that  he  received  any  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the 
billf  either  from  the  then  holder,  or  from  the  defendants 
who  had  got  the  cargo  (the  consideration  for  the  bill)  and 
had  dishonoured  the  bill  by  which  payment  for  that  cargo 
was  to  have  been  made.  In  1832,  the  plaintiff  was  at  Mi- 
ramichi,  and  was  arrested  there  upon  this  bill,  and  he 
paid  it  to  release  himself  from  the  arrest;  and  whether  he 
18  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  by  the  defendants  is  the  ques- 
tion in  this  cause.  Two  objections  are  relied  upon  by  the 
defendants,  one,  that,  as  the  plaintiff  did  not  appear  to 
have  had  notice  of  the  bill's  dishonour,  he  was  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  pay  it,  and  paid  it  of  his  own  wrong; 
the  other,  that  his  right  of  action  accrued  upon  the  dis- 
honour of  the  bill  by  the  refusal  to  accept;  that  (he  subse- 
quent damnification,  by  his  being  forced  to  pay,  gave  no 
new  right  of  action^  though  it  might  influence  the  damages, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a  bar.* 
As  to  the  former,  this  is  not  the  case  of  an  ordinary  drawer 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  but  that  of  a  drawer  identified  in  a 
great  degree  with  the  defendants,  his  drawees,  and  left 
unwarrantably  in  ignorance  by  them,  when  they  ought  to 
have  apprized  him  of  their  refusal  to  accept,  and  deserted 
by  them  when  they  ought  to  have  given  him  protection. 
The  bill  was  drawn  for  goods  bought  by  the  plaintiff;  he 
was  agent  in  that  purchase  for  the  defendants,  they  are  his 
principals;  he  draws  upon  them  for  payment,  they  disho- 
nour his  draft; — they  do  not  appear  to  have  given  any  reason 

VOL.  I.  K  K 
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Exch,  of  Pkas,  for  that  Step.  Was  not  this,  then,  in  substance,  a  disavo  wal  of 
^     his  agency  and  right  to  draw  ?  and  might  it  not  reasonably  be 
Huntley      expected  that  the  tribunals  at  Miramichi  might  have  held 
Sanderson,     this  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  liable 
upon  the  bill,  even  without  notice  of  the  refusal  to  accept? 
He  either  had  authority  from  the  defendants  to  draw,  and 
was  really  their  agent,  or  he  was  not.  If  he  were,  he  would 
have  his  remedy  over  againtt  them,  and  so  would  be  indem- 
nified; if  he  were  not,  he  was  to  be  considered  as  princi- 
pal, and  in  the  former  case  he  might  have  been  considered 
by  the  Court  at  Miramichi  as  standing  upon  the  sanie 
ground  with  the  defendants,  and  equally  liable  with  them. 
Suppose,  however,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  fair  chance  of 
resisting  the  claim  upon  him  at  Miramichi^  have  the  defen* 
dants  so  conducted  themselves  towards  the  plaintiff  as  Co 
justify  them  in  making  the  objection  that  he  did  not  They 
ought  to  have  apprized  him  of  their  refusal  to  accept,  and 
of  the  motives  on  which  that  refusal  was  grounded,  but 
they  did  not ;  they  ought  to  have  given  him  instructions 
what  course  to  pursue  if  he  were  called  upon  for  payment, 
and  should  have  given  him  authority  and  directions  upon 
whom  to  call  in  case  of  need,  but  they  do  neither.     The 
defendant  was  arrested  in  a  foreign  country,  as  far  as  we 
can  judge,  unexpectedly,  for  a  debt  which  was  not  hia 
^  own,  but  for  which  the  defendants,  his  employers,  had  had 

value ;  he  is  without  any  instructions  how  to  act;  it  does 
not  appear  from  whom  he  got  assistance;  and,  under  these 
circumstances  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  cannot 
say  he  did  wrong  in  paying  the  money.  Upon  the  special 
grounds,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  drew  the  bill  because 
he  was  agent  to  the  defendants ;  that  it  was  drawn  not  for  his 
own  purposes  but  to  pay  for  goods  he  had  bought  for  them ; 
that  it  does  not  appear  they  ever  apprized  him  they  had 
dishonoured  the  bill,  or  gave  him  any  instructions  how  to 
act  if  called  upon  for  payment — we  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  want  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  dishonour  of  the 
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bill»  irom  the  then  holder  of  the  bill,  furnishes  no  ground  Exeh.  of  pieat, 
of  defence  in  this  action.  .. 

The  second  ground  of  defence  is  upon  the  statute  of  li-  Huntley 
mitationSy  and  that  is  founded  upon  the  ground  that  the  Sanderson. 
promise  to  accept,  or  the  promise  to  pay,  is  the  promise  the 
law  would  imply  in  this  case,  not  the  promise  to  indemnify; 
but,  upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  promise 
to  indemnify  is  the  promise  the  law  would  imply.  There 
might  be  justifiable  grounds  for  a  refusal  to  accept  or  pay, 
(fraud,  for  instance,  or  want  of  title  in  the  seller),  and  it 
would  be  against  reason  to  imply  that  the  defendants 
should  forego  their  right  to  insist  upon  any  such  ground ; 
and  it  would  be  utterly  immaterial  to  the  plaintiff  whether 
they  accepted  or  paid,  so  long  as  the  neglect  to  accept  or 
pay  did  not  damnify  him.  Besides,  upon  a  promise  to  ac- 
cept or  pay,  there  could  be  no  proper  rule  for  estimating 
the  damages  till  damnification.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opin- 
ion, that  the  promise  to  indemnify  is  the  promise  the  law 
would,  in  this  case,  imply ;  and  as  there  was  no  damnifica- 
tion till  1833,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  apply. 

Rule  discharged. 


Lawson  v.  Case. 
JjIANSEL  had  obtained  a  rule  in  this  case  to  set  aside  it  is  not  snffi- 

'.'t  •»,    o       c      '  \     •m.  cient.  in  an  affi- 

the  writ,  &c.  for  irregularity.  davit  by  the  de- 

fendant in  a 

cause,  to  de- 

Thesiger  shewed  cause,  and  objected  to  the  affidavit  scribe  him  as  the 

"  above 'named 

on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained  for  not  giving  any  defendant," 
addition  to  the  deponent,  who  was  the  defendant  in  the  o^er  addSfon. 
cause,  and  was  merely  described  in  the  affidavit  as  *\A.  jB., 
the  above-named  defendant.*'    He  referred  to  rule  5,  Hi- 
lary  Term,  S  WiU.  4,  by  which  it  is  ordered,  that  '^  the 
addition  of  every  person  making  an  affidavit  shall  be  in- 

K  k2    ' 
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BMch,  of  Pleas,   Betted  therein.*'    He  said,  that  by  the  old  practice  of  the 

V     ^'  ^     King*s  Bencht  the  defendant's  addition  must  have  been 

Lawson       stated,  though,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  the  rule  was  differ- 

Case.         ^"^  (^)'     ^^  submitted,  that  it  was  intended  by  the  late 

rule  to  make  the  practice  uniform  in  this  respect. 

Mansel,  contrh,  contended  that  the  rule  could  not  have 
been  intended  to  apply  to  the  parties  in  the  cause,  and 
that  it  was  quite  unnecessary  to  give  an  addition  to  the 
defendant,  when  the  plaintiff^  must  be  cognizant  of  his  de- 
scription. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.— The  object  of  the  rule  was 
uniformity.  The  safer  way  is  to  adhere  strictly  to  the  let- 
ter of  the  rules.     Upon  the  whole,  we  think  the  affidavit 

defective. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  Jervia's  Roles,  p.  53,  oote  (y*). 


The  King  v.  The  Sheriff*  of  Middlesex,  in  a  cause  of 

DuNcoMBE  V.  Crisp. 

AninformaUty  JL  HE  notice  of  bail  in  this  case  was  informal;  and  the 
wfao^nM*"^  plaintiff;  treating  it  as  a  nullity,  issued  an  attachment; 
render  the  pro-  against  the  sheriff*. 

ceeding  null,  so 
as  to  Justify  the 

pUinUffinissu*       Price  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  this  attachment; 

ing  an  attach-  . 

ment  against        agamst  whlCh — > 

the  sheriir. 

Erie  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  notice  was 
a  nullity,  and  that  the  attachment  was  therefore  regular. 

But  the  Court  said,  that  the  informality  did  not  render 
the  notice  a  nullity;  and  made  the  rule  for  setting  aside 
the  attachment — 

Absolute,  without  costs,  the  rule  not  pray- 
ing for  costs. 
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Exeh.  of  PUai, 
1833 

Briostocke  r.  Smith.  ^"^ — ' 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  money  counts,  and  Anacknowiedg- 
account  stated.    Pleas — General  issue  and  statute  of  limi-  ^Vutof  the 

tations.  statute  of  limi- 

tations must  be 

At  the  last  Lent  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Carmarihenf  such  as  win 
before  Patteson,  J.,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited^  with  liberty  cadon  of  a"pro- 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  68/.  3s.  8c/.,  if  the  Court  ^ew,'th«  a7 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  following  letter  was  suffi-  following  letter 

did  not  raise  the 

cient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations : —      impUcatioa  of  a 

promise  to  pay, 

»  Morgan  Tin  Work.,      S"dt:r;ikf* 
"  Jan.  28th,  1831.   the  caw  out  of 
"  Messrs.  George  %  Amlot,  * V  »piy  '.7 

"  Gentlemen, — In  reply  to  your  application  of  the  19th  Jf  Ae^iQt^'in" 

instant,  for  the  payment  of  89/.  lOs.  1 1  jrf.  to  Mr.  D.  Brig-  "^"^'/^J  ^* 

stocke,  I  beg  to  say,  that  it  is  a  claim  I  am  by  no  means  89^  lOs.  iiitL 

prepared  to  admit  to  the  full  extent,  and  to  make  the  fol-  gtocke,  I  beg  to 

lowing  observations  respecting  it.    Of  that  sum,  G8/.  Ss.  8d.  '^]^^i[^  by* 

is  made  up  of  items  for  business  and.  materials,  stated  to  no  means  pre- 

*  pared  to  admit 

have  been  done  and  furnished  between  the  years  1817  and  to  the  full  ex- 
1824,  a  period  during  which  I  was  concerned  in  two  sue-  m^eThe  fol- 
cessive  partnerships,  to  one  or  other  of  whom  the  ac-  J?*^^"*  observa- 

*  *^  '  tions  respectmg 

counts  Mr.  jB.  was  entitled  to  recover  ought  to  have  been  it*  of  that  sum, 

,  68^3s.8dLu 

charged.  made  up  of 


it 


Having,  at  different  times,  wound  up  both  those  con-  "ess  and  ^te- 
cems,  and  quitted  Carmarihen  as  long  back  as  the  year  f**^»»  ■^'«d  '^ 

*  o  If  jjj^g  \^^^  jjQng 

and  furnbhed 
between  the  years  1817  and  1824,  a  period  during  which  I  was  concerned  in  two  successive  partner- 
ships, to  one  or  other  of  whom  the  accounts  Mr.  B.  was  entitled  to  recover  ought  tohave  been  charg- 
ed. Having  at  different  times  wound  up  both  those  concerns,  and  quitted  CaruuKrtksn  as  long  back 
as  the  year  1824,  I  was  surprised  to  receive  Mr.  B.'s  bill  in  1829,  five  years  afterwards;  and  it 
is  certainly  not  a  little  strange,  that  he  should  then  send  in  a  charge  of  so  old  a  date,  when,  if  any 
account  was  due,  it  could  hardly  be  expected  that  the  means  would  remain  of  ascertaining  its  cor- 
rectness. I  cannot,  therefore,  allow,  that  1  am  liable  to  pay  any  part  of  the  account  previous  to 
the  year  1825;  but,  as  1  anticipate  being  in  Cannarthen  shortly,  I  will  then  communicate  with 
Mr.  .fi.  personally  respecting  it.  The  remainder  of  the  account  is  for  repairs  ordered  by  an  agent 
under  the  late  firm  of  Robert  Smith  Sf  Co.,  to  be  done  at  the  works  in  Carmarihen,  in  1827,  toge- 
ther with  a  few  items  for  glazing  in  the  year  1825,  making  together  20A  17s.  5d.,  which  I  belitve 
to  be  correctly  charged,  and  for  which  I  inclose  a  check,  and  will  thank  you  to  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  it.' 


II 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  absolute — the  promise  is  qualified.  I  believe  this  is  the 
Loao.  ^  construction  which  has  invariably  been  put  in  the  late 
Briostockb  cases  on  the  statute.  The  principle  to  be  collected  from 
Smith.  Tanner  and  Smart  (a)  is  this,  that  the  acknowledgment  is 
evidence  of  a  n6w  promisCy  and  constitutes  a  new  cause  of 
action.  It  was  there  laid  down,  that,  upon  a  general  ac- 
knowledgment, where  nothing  is  said  to  prevent  it,  a  gene- 
ral promise  to  pay  may,  and  ought  to.be,  implied;  but 
where  the  party  guards  his  acknowledgment,  an  implica* 
tion  will  not  arise.  Thus  a  refusal  to  pay  will  prevent  the 
implication  of  a  promise  arising  from  such  an  acknowledg- 
ment ;  and  a  conditional  promise  to  pay,  when  able,  will 
prevent  an  absolute  promise  from  being  implied.  Feam 
V.  Lewis  (6),  Scales  v.  Jacob  (e),  and  Ayion  v.  BoU  (df), 
establish  this,  that  a  mere  acknowledgment,  though  it 
may,  under  circumstances,  amount  to  a  new  promise,  yet, 
if  it  does  not,  it  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  statute  of 
limitations^  Now,  in  the  present  case,  there  is  a  letter 
acknowledging  that  the  plaintiff  makes  a  demand,  but  not 
acknowledging  the  propriety  of  the  demand,  and  denying 
all  liability  oh  his  part  to  make  the  payment.  I  think, 
that  where  there  is  such  a  denial,  I  cannot  make  the  im- 
plication of  a  promise  to  pay. 

Vaughan,  B. — In  Frost  v.  Bengough  (e),  it  was  decided, 
that  it  is  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  they  can 
imply  a  fresh  promise  from  a  distinct  acknowledgment; 
but  here  there  is  nothing  like  a  distinct  acknowledgment. 
It  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  there  is  here  any  thing 
from  which  a  fresh  promise  can  be  implied. 

The  other  Barons  concurred — 

And  the  rule  was  refused. 

{a)  6  B.  &  C.  602 ;  S.  C.  9  D.  Bing.  638. 
&  R.  549.  (d)  12  B.  Moore,  305;  S.C.A 

(6)  4  M.  &  P.  1;  iS.  C.  6  Bing.  Bing.  105. 
349.  (c)  8  Moore,  180;  5.  C.  1  Bing. 

(c)  11  B.  Moore,  553;  S.  C.  3  266. 


1 

\ 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

SiDDALL  V.  John  Rawcliffe.  ^ — "^ — ^ 

xILSSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note,  dated  12th  De-  A  prominoiy 
cember,  1825,  for  100/.|  payable  on  demand,  with  interest*  "^  tbe&ce  of  it 
Plea — The  general  issue.  P*y*"«  *>»  ^^' 

^  »  mand,  was 

At  the  trialy  before  Alder  son  ^  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  As-  given  to  the 
sizes  for  the  county  of  York,  the  following  appeared  to  be  BuUding  So- 
the  fact,  of  the  case:  t^^ZT 

The  plaintiff  was  an  innkeeper  at  Meliham.  in  the  West  "e"^  fin"» 

-■  «  1  n       andinterett. 

Riding  of  the  county  of  Yorkf  and  was  the  trustee  of  a  The  payee  hav- 
money-club^  called  the  Commercial  and  Building  Society,  the  note,  ^^ok  a 
which  was  held  at  his  house.     The  club  had  been  esta-  f<wnf^*  fo'  *e 

instalments  then 

blished  on  the  7th  December,  1825,  by  several  of  the  in-  due,  and  costs, 
habitants  of  iif^ft^aiTij  who  agreed  to  form  a  fund  byquar-  terwardspaid; 
terly  contributions  of  21.  2s.  for  each  nominal  share  of  ^^^  ^^r^ 
100/.     When  the  contributions  amount  to  a  sufficient  6um,  de*>*  and  costs 

i_  1^  1  oi      •  I       •      1  .  •  in  the  action: — 

the  member  who  will  give  the  highest  premium  receives  Held,  that  he 
100/.,  deducting  the  premium,  and  giving  a  promissory  ^{^  another  ac- 
note,  signed  by  himself  and  two  or  more  sureties  for  100/.  ?°*l°"  ?**  °®^ 

'      o  J  fyj  instalments 

payable  on  demand.    This  note  is  usually  given  to  secure  which  subse- 
the  quarterly  contributions,  fines,  penalties,  and  interest  due. 
on  the  100/.,  until  the  termination  of  the  club  by  each  in- 
dividual member  having  received  his  share  in  his  turn. 
Samuel  Rawcliffe,  a  brother  of  the  defendant,  was  a  mem- 
ber of  this  club  for  two  shares,  one  of  100/.  and  one  of 
50/. ;  at  the  end  of  the  year  1825,  he  received  his  share 
of  100/.,  deducting  a  premium;  and  he  and  the  defen- 
dant, and  two  others  as  his  sureties,  signed  the  promissory 
note  in  question.     Samuel  Rawcliffe  continued  to  pay  the 
fines,  contributions,  and  interest,  until  1829,  when  he  be- 
came  embarrassed;  and  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1830,  an  ac- 
tion was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  against  him  and  the 
present  defendant,  and  Dawson,  as  the  sureties,  to  recover 
17/.  I8s.  the  arrears  then  due.     The  cause  stood  for  trial 
at  the  Lent  Assizes,  1831 ;  shortly  previous  to  which  time, 
the  defendant  John  Rawcliffe  applied  to  the  plaintiff's  at- 
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Ereh.  of  PUat,  tOHiey,  and  offered  to  give  his  own  cognovit,  for  securing 

V      •^'   ^     payment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  payable  in  May  then  next« 

SioDALL      The  plaintiff  agreed  to  accept  thb  cognovit,  on  condition 

Rawcuffi.  ^^^^  ^^^  ^"'y  ^^^  ^^^^  arrears,  but  the  arrears  due  in  the 
preceding  December,  and  in  May  and  June,  1831,  should 
be  included.  Those  sums  amounted  to  88L  17#.,  and  the 
costs  were  made  out  amounting  to  11/.  9s.  8c/.  The  cog- 
novit was  in  the  following  form  :«— 

''  In  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas. 

Between  Samuel  SiddaU Plaintiff, 

and 
Samuel  Rawcliffe,  Joseph  Daw- 
son, and  John  Rawcliffe  •     •  Defendants. 

''  I,  John  Rawcliffe,  one  of  the  above*named  defendants, 
do  confess  this  action;  and  that  the  plaintiff  hath  sus- 
tained damages  to  the  amount  of  300/.,  besides  his  costs 
and  charges  as  between  attorney  and  client,  to  be  taxed 
by  the  Master;  but  no  judgment  is  to  be  entered  up  or 
execution  issued,  until  the  33rd  day  of  May  next,  in  de« 
fault  of  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  twenty-eight  pounds 
seventeen  shillings,  being  the  debt  in  this  action,  together 
with  the  said  costs;  and  I  hereby  agree,  that  no  writ  of 
error  shall  be  brought,  or  bill  in  equity  filed,  to  hinder  or 
delay  the  said  plaintiff  from  suing  out  execution  as  afore-* 
said:  and  that  in  case  the  said  plaintiff  shall  enter  up  his 
judgment  in  default  of  payment,  he  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
levy  the  said  sum  of  twenty-eight  pounds  seventeen  shil- 
lings, together  with  the  costs,  sheriff's  poundage,  and  all 
other  incidental  expenses. 

Dated  the  \2i)i  February,  1831. 
Witness,  J  B.  Wilkinson.  (gj^^^jj    j  R^^,iiff^^ 

On  the  31st  day  of  il/ay  the  present  defendant,  John 
Rawcliffe,  paid  to  the  pluintiff's  attorney  the  sum  of  40& 


Rawcliffe. 
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for  debt  and  costSi.pursuant  to  the  cognovit^  and  took  the  ExcH.  of  Pieag, 
following  receipt: —  ^     ^'  ^ 

StDDALL 

"  Siddatt  V.  RaweUffe.  ^     ». 

''  Received,  SUt  day  o(  May,  1831,  of  Mr.  John  Raw- 
c^jF^»  one  of  the  above-named  defendantSi  the  sum  of  forty 
pounds,  in  discharge  of  the  debt  and  costs  in  this  action. 

Whitehead  Sf  Robinson^ 
Plaintiff's  attorneys.'* 

No  judgment  was  ever  entered  up  in  the  action  against 
Samuel  Rawcliffe  and  others.  The  present  action  was 
brought  for  16/.  15^.,  being  the  amount  of  contributions, 
&c.  from  Ist  June^  1831,  to  5th  September ^  1833,  and  for 
3/.  6«.  for  fines  incurred  during  that  period. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  that  a  second  action  was  not 
maintainable  on  the  note  after  the  cognovit,  and  payment 
and  receipt  in  the  former  action;  and,  under  his  direction, 
the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  with  leave  to  him  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  16/.  15^.  or  20/.  \s.  6d. 

Alexander  now  moved  accordingly. — It  was  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  by  parol  that  the  payment  and 
receipt  were  applicable  to  the  amount  of  the  instalments 
for  which  the  cognovit  was  really  given.  Here,  no  judg- 
ment was  entered  up  on  the  cognovit^  and  the  receipt 
might  be  explained  by  parol.  If  judgment  had  been  en- 
tered up  on  the  cognovit,  it  might  be  different^  but  until 
that  was  done  it  could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar,  and  was  not 
conclusive  in  evidence.  In  the  first  action  the  plaintiff 
could  only  sue  for  the  instalments  then  due,  he  could  not 
have  received  the  100/L 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  note  here  is  in  the  simple 
and  ordinary  form.  Your  object  is  to  give  it  quite  a  dif- 
ferent character,  and  to  make  it  a  new  contract.  Can  you 
do  that  by  parol  evidence?    How  can  you  hold  a  common 
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^^\^o^^'*  promissory  note  as  a  continuing  guarantie?  You  can  only 

N     V  ^  sue  once  upon  it.    You  cannot  have  a  remedy  in  two  ac- 

SiDDALL  tions  upon  one  note. 


Rawcliffs. 


Bayley^  B. — ^The  right  to  sue  on  a  note  like  the  pre- 
sent is  entire.    You  would  say,  that,  having  once  recover- 
ed to  a  limited  amount  only,  you  can  never  sue  for  the  re- 
mainder; but  that  would  be  to  contradict  by  parol  the 
terms  of  your  cognovit  and  receipt.    You  may  explain  by 
parol,  but  you  cannot  contradict.     Those  documents  de- 
scribe 25/.  as  the  whole  of  the  debt  due.  You  never  could 
have  had  more  than  one  remedy  on  this  note.    The  party 
gives  a  cognovit,  by  which  you  have  got  the  benefit  of  a 
judgment — a  judgment  would  have  merged  the  original 
demand,  and  as  it  would  have  passed  in  rem  judicatam, 
you  could  no  longer  have  sued  upon  the  security.     How 
can  we  tell  whether  the  party  would  have  given  the  cog- 
novit, unless  the  note  had  been  extinguished,  as  it  would 
have  been  by  a  judgment.     Your  difficulty  is  this,  that 
you  had  one  remedy  only  by  action  on  this  note,  upon 
which  you  never  could  have  sued  but  once.    Then  you 
bring  an  action  and  take  a  cognovit,  in  which  the  debt 
is  described  as  being  28L  17««,  and  you  give  a  receipt 
for  the  debt  and  costs  in  that  action.    It  would  be  very 
difficult  to  say  that  the  sum  you  have  received  in  that  ac- 
tion was  not  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  costs.     If  you 
had  taken  a  note  payable  by  instalments  you  might  have 
sued  as  those  instalments  became  due ;  but  you  have  taken 
your  security  in  the  form  of  a  note,  which  giv^s  one  reme- 
dy only. 

Rule  refused. 
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ExeK  tf  Pleat, 
1833. 

Sarjbant  r.  Cowan  and  Another. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  re-  ajl/o.,  directed 
ceived — Plea,  the  general  issue.  At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  iM^on»ju^dg. 
B.,  at  the  last  Middlesex  sittings,  the  following  appeared  "^"*®^jjf?^ 
to  be  the  facts  of  the  case.  and  the  puin- 

The  defendants  were  Sheriff  of  Middlesex^  and  had  indorsed 'i^ere- 
recovered  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  on  J°  *„  offlwr  of 
a  bail  bond  against  a  man  of  the  name  of  Widgeon.  Upon  the  shens;  who, 
this  judgment  they  issued  Siji.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  seised  under  the 
Widgeon,  directed  to  the  Coroner  of  Middlesex.  The  ^^^^"^ 
attorney  of  the  sheriff  indorsed  on  this  writ  the  name  of  ^^  proceeds 

,  from  the  broker, 

Simpson,  whs  was  an  oflScer  of  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex;  and  did  not 
and  the  usual  course  of  the  oflSce  to  indorse  on  a  writ  to  A^rsonTwhT' 
the  sheriff  the  name  of  the  officer  who  is  to  execute  it,  was  >»■*  *M)ught 

goods  at  the  sale, 

proved.  Under  the^.yb.  a  barge  was  seized,  as  the  goods  which  had  been 
of  Widgeon,  and  sold  by  the  broker  for  the  coroner  to  the  )K./(i,  but  which 
plaintiff,  from  whom  it  was  afterwards  taken  by  persons  dsimed  bTa*^ 
claiming  property  in  it.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  broker,  who  ^^^  party  and 
paid  Simpson;  the  latter  was  called,  and  proved  that  he  him,  brought  an 
had  not  paid  the  money  over  to  the  defendant,  but  that  he  £e  sheriff  fo? 
retained  it  for  reasons  which  he  gave.     The  plaintiff  hav-  **  purchase- 

^  *^  money  paid  by 

ing  brought  this  action  to  recover  the  amount  he  had  paid  him,  the  consi- 

for  the  barge^  as  on  a  failure  of  consideration,  the  learned  u^Mi^Hetd, . 

Baron  thought  that  Simpson  was  the  officer  of  the  coroner  Se  offlcer'of°Ae 

and  not  of  the  defendants,  and  that  the  defendants  were  sheriff  but  of  the 

coroner,  and 

not  connected  with  the  transaction,  and  accordingly  non-  that  the  defen- 
suited  the  plaintiff.  ^nnci^"^th 

the  proceedings 
soastobe  lia- , 

J.  Williams  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  bie. 
the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside;  and  contended,  that 
Simpson  was  proved  to  be  the  agent  of  the  sheriff  for  the 
execution  of  the  writ. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — He  acted  in  this  instance 
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^^[X^'^^'*  *®  *®  officer  of  the  coroner.    I  suppose  thai  the  sheriff; 

in  such  instances,  allows  the  coroner  to  make  use  of  his 


machinery,  but  then  it  is  pro  hdc  vice  the  machinery  of 


Sarjeakt 

Vm 

CowAM.       the  coroner.   The  coroner  b  bound  by  law  to  execute  the 


writ 


Bayley,  B. — Can  you  put  it  higher  than  this — that  by 
putting  the  name  of  Simpson  upon  the  writ,  the  attorney 
requested  the  coroner  to  employ  Simpson  to  execute  it. 
When  the  coroner  complies  with  the  request  in  so  employ- 
ing him,  he  becomes  the  coroner's  officer* 

GuRNBY,  B. — It  did  not  eyen  appear  at  what  time  the 
name  was  indorsed  on  the  writ. ' 

Rule  refused. 


Since  the  nni- 
fbrmity  of  pro* 
cess  act,  suing 
out  the  writ  of 
summons  is  the 
commencement 
of  the  action  for 
all  purposes. 
Where  the  de- 
fendant was  ar- 


Alston  V.  Underhill. 

AHESIGER  had  obtained  it  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  proceedings  on  the  bail-bond  should  not  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  in  the  action 

9 

on  the  bail-bond  had  been  issued  too  soon. 

Erie  shewed  cause. — This  question  arises  out  of  the 
rested  on  the  1st  recent  Statute  2  fFiU.  4,  c.  39,  s.  1 1,  which  enacts,  that,  if 

Apnl,  and,  ow-  -^     /.  •  j   *   •  •  j  v 

ing  to  Batter  any  wnt  of  summous,  captaSf  or  detamer,  issued  by  au- 
ivewf^  fioiing  thority  of  this  act,  shall  be  served  or  executed  on  any  day, 
SV^h  d**h"^  whether  in  term  or  vacation,  all  necessary  proceedings  to 
loth  to  put  in  judgment  and  execution  may,  except  as  therein  excepted, 
plaintiff  on  the  be  had  thcrcon  without  delay,  at  the  expiration  of  eight 
ignmOTfof*the  ^*y^  ^^^^  ^^®  service  or  execution  thereof,  on  whatever 

hidl-bond,and 

issued  a  writ  of  summons  against  the  bail,  the  Court  set  aside  the  proceedings  on  the  bail-bond. 
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day  the  last  of  such  eight  days  shall  happen  to  fall,  whe-   Exeh,  of  Pieas, 
tlier  in  term  or  vacation;"  and,  after  providing,  ''that  if  ^ 

the  last  of  such  eight  days  shall  happen  to  fall  on  a  Sun-*       Alston 
day  or  ChristmaS'day,  &c,,  the  following  day  is  to  be    un^erhill. 
considered  the  last  of  such  eight  days/*  the  act  goes  on  to 
provide,  ''  that,  if  the  last  of  such  eight  days  shall  happen 
to  fall  on  any  day  between  the  Thursday  before,  and  the 
IVednesday  after  Easter-day^  then,  and  in  every  such 
case,  the  Wednesday  after  Easier^day  shall  be  considered 
as  the  last  of  such  eight  days."  Here,  this  case  came  within* 
the  exception.  The  Wednesday  after  Ec^ster-day  was  the 
10th,  and  therefore  the  time  for  putting  in  bail  expired  on 
that  day,  and  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  commence  pro- 
ceedings on  the  bail-bond  on  that  day.     The  writ  is  not 
served  till  the  1 1th.  [Bay ley ^  B. — Here  the  writ  is  sued  out 
on  the  10th.     It  is  not  when  the  writ  is  served,  but  when 
it  is  sued  out,  that  the  action  is  commenced.]   In  Serjeant 
Williams'  note  to  the  case  of  JUellor  v.  WalAer,  2  Saun» 
dersy  1  cf,  it  is  laid  down  thus:    ''In  general  cases  the 
bill  is  the  commencement  of  the  action^  and  the  latitat  is 
only  to  bring  the  party  into  Court,  and  in  that  view  it  is 
held  that  a  latitat  may  be  sued  out  before  there  is  any 
cause  of  action.     \Bayley,  B. — That  is,  you  might  have 
given  evidence  of  any  cause  of  action  accruing  before  the 
bill  filed.]     In  Best  v.  Wilding  (a),  it  was  held  that  even 
in  bailable  process  the  bill  was  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  proved  a  cause  of  action 
before  bill  filed,  though  after  the  writ  was  sued  out,  it 
was  sufficient  as  well  in  bailable  as  in  common  writs. 
[Bayley,  B. — But  now  by  the  act  of  Parliament  the  writ 
of  summons  is  the  commencement  of  the  action.]     That 
has  not  yet  been  decided.     It  is  apprehended  that  the 
summons  may  be  sued  out,  and  the  plaintiff  may  wait  until 

(a)  7  T.  R.  4. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  the  action  accrues.     A  latitat  was  not  considered  to  be  a 

commencement  of  the  action,  except  as  an  answer  to  the 
statute  of  limitations;  and,  it  is  submittedi  that  the  sum- 
mons only  operates  from  the  service,  except  in  the  case  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  being  pleaded,  when  it  might  be 
replied  as  an  answer  to  that  plea. 


Alston 

r. 

Ukderbill. 


Bayley,  B. — You  may  take  your  assignment  the  mo- 
ment the  bail-bond  is  executed;  but  you  ought  not  to  sue 
out  your  writ  until  default  is  made.  If  the  time  for  putting 
in  bail  expires  on  the  10th,  you  ought  not  to  sue  out  your 
writ  against  the  bail  until  the  11th.  Since  the  late  act  of 
Parliament,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  suing  out  the  sum- 
mons is  the  commencement  of  the  suit  for  every  purpose. 

The  other  Barons  concurred,  and  the  rule  was  made — 

Absolute,  with  costs. 


Where  issue 
was  Joined  in 
Batter  Term, 
and  notice  of 
trial  given  for 
the  second  sit- 
tings in  the  same 
term,  and  the 
plaintiff  did  not 
proceed  to  try, 
but  gave  notice 
of  countermand, 
and  the  defen- 
dant moved  the 
same  term  for 
judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  non- 
tuit:— HeU; 
Chat  the  motion 
was  premature. 


Isaacs  r.  Goodman. 

Jl  HOMAS  moved  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
Issue  had  been  joined  in  the  present  Easter  Term,  and 
notice  of  trial  given  for  the  second  sittings.  The  plaintiff 
did  not  proceed  to  try,  but  gave  notice  of  countermand. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  (sitting  alone),  thought  the  motion  prema- 
ture; but  mentioned  the  case  to  the  full  Court,  who,  after 
referring  to  the  Master,  said,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  take  more  than  one  step  in  a  term,  and  that  the 
motion  was  premature. 

Rule  refused. 
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4^J 

Exch.   of  Pieax, 
1833. 


Mould  v.  Murphy. 

JK.  F.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  a  judgment,  When  &  writ  is- 

on  the  ground  that  no  rule  to  plead  had  been  given  in  the  '^^l"L"Zp 

term  in  which  judgment  had.  been  signed.     The  writ  was  ed^imd'TOiTtr 

issued  in  vacation,  and  the  declaration  was  delivered,  and  pi«'<i  given  in 

a  rule  to  plead  given,  in  the  same  vacation.  tion,  but  the 

plaintiff  did  not 
sign  judgment 

Archbold  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  it  was  not  ^^^^  iheensuing 

term: — Held, 

necessary  to  give  a  new  rule  to  plead  in  the  ensuing  term,   that  it  was  not 

necessary  to  give 
a  new  rule  to 

To  which  the  Court  agreed,  and  discharged  the  rule.      f'®*^  ***  ^^" 


term. 


Featherstonhauoh  and  Another^  Assignees  &c.r.REEN. 

Jr^RKER  and  Smithy  attornies,  became  bankrupt*   The  in  an  action  on 
defendant,  a  client,  who  owed  them  a  bill,  applied  to  a  bill  by^tbt^s- 
Judge  for  an  order  upon  the  assignees  to  tax  the  bill,  ^^  ^I'l^. 
which  had  been  delivered,  which  the  Judge  refused.     An  tomey,an  order 
action  being  afterwards  brought  by  the  assignees,  the  de-  bill  was  obtain- 
fendant  obtained  an  order  to  tax  the  bill,  on  an  undertak-  ^^r^/t"  "i^t" 
ing  to  pay  the  amount  taxed,  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  ^^^  amount  tax- 

J^  .  .11  .  T  •         ed,  with  the  costs 

More  than  a  sixth  was  disallowed  on  taxation.     In  taxmg  of  the  action. 
the  costs  of  the  cause,  the  ofBcer  allowed  the  costs  of  sixth  of  the  bui 
taxing  the  bill  as  costs  in  the  cause.     On  motion  to  review  having  been  dis- 
the  taxation,  the  Court  directed  the  officer  to  disallow  the  Heid,\\ia,i  the 

^  .  costs  of  taxation 

COS^S  Ot  taxation.  could  not  be  al- 

lowed to  the 
plaintiff  as  costs 
in  the  action. 


VOL.  I. 


L  \. 
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£jrc/<.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

Roper  v*  Sheasby  and  Another. 

A  vendor  arrest*  xN  this  case  the  plain  tiff|  on  the  6th  of  March  last,  had 
fof  thefuu'^'^  arrested  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of  48L  I2g.ad.,  and 
amount  of  goods  recovered  at  the  trial  only  441. 8s,  S(L    It  appeared  from 

sold  and  deli-  •^  . 

vered,  It  not  the  affidavitSi  that  goods  had  been  supplied  by  the  plain- 
cost8^unde7the  tiff  to  the  defendants  to  the  amount  for  which  they  had 
^\^*?- ^'  V^'  been  arrested;  but  that  a  tea  urn,  of  the  value  of  4/.  4*., 

8. 8|  although  '  ' 

part  of  the  goods  part  of  the  articles  supplied,  and  which  had  been  sent  on 

sent  on  approval 

had  been  return-  Sale  or  approval,  had  been  returned  by  the  defendants  to 
IndVSte'd  by  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered  to  his  shopman  on  the  24th 

his  servant,  it  of  September,  1832.  An  application  was  made  for  pay- 
not  appearing  g*    t       a  i_ 

that  the  vendor  mcDt  of  the  48/.  12«.  3d»  to  ouc  of  the  defendants,  who 
ticeofrach  re-'  ^^^^  ^0  would  look  ovcr  the  accounts  delivered,  and  that, 
turn  and  ac-       jf  |.|jgy  ^g^g  corrcct,  they  should  be  arranged ;  but,  it  did 

not  appear  that  the  defendants  had  ever  informed  the 

plaintiff  that  the  urn  had  been  returned. 

Manning  now  moved  for  a  rule,  to  shew  cause  why  the 
defendants*  costs  should  not  be  taxed  and  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  pursuant  to  the  43  Geo,  3, 
c.  46,  S.S.  The  question  is,  whether  the  act  is  imperative^ 
because,  it  is  admitted  that  the  defendants  are  not  in  a  si* 
tuation  to  ask  the  Court  in  its  discretion  to  grant  the  ap- 
plication. The  statute  says,  s.  3,  that,  ''  in  all  actions 
wherein  the  defendant  shall  be  arrested  and  held  to  spe* 
cial  bail,  and  wherein  the  plaintiff  shall  not  recover  the. 
amount  of  the  sum  for  which  the  defendant  shall  have 
been  so  arrested  and  held  to  special  bail,  such  defendant 
shall  be  entitled  to  costs  of  suit,  provided  it  shall  be  made 
appear,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  in  which  such  ac- 
tion is  brought,  upon  motion  to  be  made  in  Court  for  that 
purpose,  and  upon  hearing  the  parties  by  affidavit,  that 
the  plaintiff  in  such  action  had  not  any  reasonable  or  pro* 
bable  cause  for  causing  the  defendant  to  be  arrested  and 
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lieltl  to  special  bail  in  such  amount  as  afol'esaid ;  and  pro-  ExcH,  of  Picas, 
vided  such  Court  shall  thereupon  by  a  rule  or  order  of  the  ^  ^^  ^ 
same  Court  direct  that  such  costs  shall  be  allowed  to  the  Roper 
defendant  or  defendants."  It  is  submitted^  that  the  act  sueasby. 
is  imperative  that  a  party  shall  not  be  arrested  for  more 
than  is  really  due.  [Gurne^^  B. — It  never  has  been  de- 
cided, that  a  mere  farthing  difference  will  entitle  the  de* 
fendant  to  his  costs.]  In  Day  v,  Picton  (a),  where  a  plain- 
tiff had  sold  goods  to  the  defendant,  to  be  paid  for  half  in 
ready  money  and  half  by  bill  at  three  nnonths,  and  the  de- 
fendant had  refused  to  pay  the  half  in  ready  money,  and 
the  plaintiff  arrested  him  for  the  full  price  of  the  goods, 
it  was  held,  that  he  had  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause 
for  so  doing,  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his 
costs.  In  that  case,  the  defendant  bad  been  selling  the 
goods  at  an  under  price,  clearly  shewing  that  he  meant  to 
defraud  the  plaintiff;  yet,  the  Court  thought  that  tbey 
were  bounds  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  to  award  the  de- 
fendant his  costs.  And,  in  Donlan  v.  Brett  (A),  it  was 
held^  that,  in  order  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  costs,  it  was 
sufficient  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  reasonable  or 
probable  cause  for  procuring  the  defendant  to  be  arrested 
for  that  sum,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew  malice. 
It  is  submitted,  that  the  act  is  imperative,  that  a  party 
shall  not  arrest  his  debtor  for  more  than  is  due.  It  is  just 
that  a  plaintiff  who  arrests  a  defendant  should  do  it  upon 
the  peril  of  paying  costs,  if  by  the  neglect  or  omission  of 
himself,  or  of  those  whom  he  employs,  the  defendant  is 
wrongfully  placed  under  the  necessity  of  finding  bail  for 
a  larger  sum  than  he  owes.  The  extent  of  the  excess 
cannot  affect  the  rule.  The  proviso  at  the  end  of  the 
clause  was  not  intended  to  vest  any  discretion  in  the  Court, 
but  merely  to  point  out  by  what  process  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  should  be  effected. 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  120^  5  Mann.         (6)  10  B.  &  C.  117;  5  Mann. 
&  Ryl.  31 .  &  Ryl.  29. 
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E*ch,  rfPUoi,       Baylby,  B. — It  is  clear  in  this  case  that  the  plaintiff 

had  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  arresting  the  de- 
fendants for  this  amount.  The  plaintiff  had  delivered 
goods  to  the  defendants  to  the  amount  of  48/.  !£«•  Sd. ;  the 
defendants  had  returned  goods  to  the  amount  of  4/.  4^.; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  ever  inform- 
ed of  it.  If  the  defendants  had  shewn  that  they  inform- 
ed the  plaintiff  that  the  urn  had  been  returned,  it  might 
have  altered  the  case;  but  here  there  was  no  communica- 
tion, and  the  plaintiff  is  suffered  to  act  under  the  impres- 
sion that  the  whole  sum  remained  due.  In  both  the  cases 
which  have  been  relied  on  there  was  no  reasonable  or  pro- 
bable cause  for  arresting  for  the  amount.  Here,  goods 
are  delivered  to  the  amount  of  48/.  I2s.  3d./  there  is  a 
demand  of  48/.  I2s.  3c/.,  and  no  intimation  is  given  to  the 
plaintiff  that  any  part  of  the  goods  so  delivered  had  been 
returned.  The  defendants  knew  that  the  goods  had  been 
returned,  and  might  have  informed  the  plaintiff  of  that 
circumstance. 

Vaughan,  B.— I  do  not  think  that  the  terms  of  this 
act  render  it  imperative  on  the  Court  to  grant  the  defen- 
dant his  costs  in  every  case  where  the  plaintiff  happens  to 
arrest  for  more  than  on  the  trial  is  proved  to  be  really  due. 
The  further  proviso  shews  that  it  is  to  be  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court.  Here,  there  is  no  pretence  for  say- 
ing that  there  was  any  vexation  or  oppression. 

Boll  and,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  rule 
were,  as  contended  for,  it  would  have  been  useless  to 
leave  any  discretion  in  the  Court,  which  the  words  of  the 
act  expressly  contemplate. 

Rule  refused. 

And  see  Slovin  v.  Ttiylor,  1  Nevile  &  Manning,  260. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1833. 


Lawson  v.  Robinson. 


JU  UTCHINSON,  on  a  former  day,  had  obtained  a  rule  Short  notice  of 

-t  11  i*<*ii-*/v«i  •      tria'i  in  country 

to  Shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  taken  m  causes,  means 
this  case  at  the  last  Assizes  for  Yorkshire,  should  not  be  y^p^re^?"' 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had.  ^^"ly- 

Alexander  now  shewed  caused. — This  rule  was  obtained 
on  the  ground,  that  the  defendant  being  under  terms  to 
take  short  notice  of  trial,  a  notice  less  than  four  days  be- 
fore, and  exclusive  of,  the  commission  day  was  given, 
and  consequently  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  try. 
But  it  appears  from  the  affidavits  that  the  defendant  did 
not  deliver  his  rejoinder  until  the  26th  of  February,  and 
consequently  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  give  notice 
until  the  27th.  This  undoubtedly  was  not  four  days 
before,  and  exclusive  of,  the  commission  day,  which  was 
the  2nd  March;  but  it  is  occasioned  by  the  defendant's 
own  delay;  and  when  that  is  the  case  the  defendant  can- 
not take  the  objection.     Short  notice  of  trial  does  not  ne- 

■ 

cessarily  mean  four  days  under  all  circumstances,  but  four 
days  only,  provided  the  defendant  be  not  instrumental  in 
contracting  that  period.  There  is  certainly  no  direct  au- 
thority to  that  effect,  but  it  has  long  been  the  understand- 
ing of  the  profession. 

Sed  per  Curiam, — Short  notice  of  trial,  in  country 
causes,  means  four  days  peremptorily;  The  rule  58,  H,  T, 
2  Will.  4,  has  expressly  provided  that  it  shall  be  taken  to 
mean  four  days.  If,  from  the  state  of  the  pleadings,  the 
parties  cannot  get  to  trial  without  less  notice  being  suffi- 
cient, they  ought  to  make  that  the  terms  of  the  order. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Ejcch.  Chamber^ 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER- 


Bardons  and  Another  v.  Selby. 

[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  King^s  Benc^i,] 

An  avowry  8tat-  ilECLARATION  in  replevin  for  taking  the  plaintiflF's 
piainUff below  goods  and  chattels  in  Verulam  Buildings,  Grays  Inn^  in 
was  an  inhabi-    ^^  countv  of  Middlesex,  and  detaining  the  same  against 

tant  of  a  pansh,  ^  '  T 

and  rateable  to  sureties  and  pledges.  The  fourth  avowry  and  cognizance 
poor  in  respect  Stated  that  the  defendant  belowi  Bardons,  in  his  own  right 
ofa  te^S^mew'"'  »«  Collector  of  the  poor-rates  of  that  part  of  the  parish  of 
situate  in  the     gf^  Andrew,  Holbom,  which  lies  above  the  bars,  in  the 

place  in  which,  •iro^^  jt 

&c;  that  a  rate  county  of  Middlesex^  and  of  the  pansh  of  St.  George  the 
the  pMironhe  Martyr  in  the  said  county*  well  avowed,  and  the  other  de- 
duif  ^m'ide  Ti^  fendant  below,  as  his  bailiff,  well  acknowledged  the  Uking 
published,  in  and  detaining  of  the  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
tiff  below  was  in  becausc,  long  before  the  time  of  such  taking  and  detain- 
iSS^tionTuiy  ^"«*  *"d  heiote  the  ascertaining  and  making  of  the  rate 
rated  in  the  sum  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  thenceforth  continually  until 

of  7/./  that  he  .  -,,,,..  i         i   .      .«•!    i 

had  notice  of  the  the  time  of  such  taking  and  detaining,  the  plaintiff  below 
required  to  pay,  ^^  ^"  inhabitant  of  the  said  part  of  the  parish  of  St, 
but  refused  J        Andrew,  Holbom,  and  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of 

that  he  was  duly  '  '  -^        ^  ^ 

summoned  to  a    the  poor  of  that  part  of  the  said  parish,  and  of  the  parish 

petty  sessions  to      t*   d,    ry  ,i      n^  •  n  i  • 

shew  cause  why  ot  St,  George  the  Martyr,  m  respect  of  his  occupation 
heajp^dl''*^  of  a  tenement  situate  in  the  said  place  in  which,  &c., 
and  shewed  no  and  within  the  said  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew;  that 
upon  a  warrant  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  that  part  of  St.  Andrew^ 
under^iie  hands  Holbom,  and  of  the  parish  of  St.  George  the  Martyr,  was 
of  two  justices     duly  ascertained,  made,  signed,  assessed,  allowed,  given 

rected  to  one  of 

the  defendants  below,  requiring  him  to  make  distress  of  the  plaintiflTs  goods  and  chattels;  that  the 
warrant  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  under  which  he,  as  collector,  justified  taking  the  goods  ss 
a  distress,  and  prayed  judgment  and  a  return.  Plea  in  bar,  de  injurtd  sud  proprid  abtque  tali 
causd.  To  this  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  plea  offered  to  put  in 
iMue  several  distinct  mstters,  and  was  pleaded  as  if  the  avowry  consisted  merely  in  excuse  of  the 
taking  and  detaining,  and  not  as  a  justification  and  claim  of  right: — HeU,  that  the  plea  in  bar  was 
good. 
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notice  of,  and  published  according  to  the  statutes;  and  that  ^xch.  chamber, 
by  the  said  rate  the  plaintiff  below  was,  in  respect  of  such  ^  '   ^ 

inhabitancy  and  occupation  as  aforesaid,  duly  rated  in  the  Bardons 
sum  of  7/. ;  that  Bardons,  as  collector,  gave  him  notice  of  Selby. 
the  rate,  and  demanded  payment,  which  he  refused;  that  the 
plaintiff  below  was  duly  summoned  to  appear  at  the  petty 
sessions  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  to 
be  holden  at  a  time  and  place  duly  specified,  to  shew 
cause  why  he  refused  payment;  that  he  appeared,  and 
shewed  no  cause;  that  a  warrant  was  duly  made  under  the 
hands  and  sealsof  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
then  present,  directed  to  Bardons  as  collector,  requiring 
him,  according  to  the  statute,  to  make  distress  of  the  plain- 
tiff's goods  and  chattels;  that  the  warrant  was  delivered 
to  Bardons  to  be  duly  executed.  By  virtue  of  which  war- 
rant, and  in  execution  thereof,  he,  as  collector,  avowed,  and 
the  other  defendant  below,  as  his  bailiff,  acknowledged  the 
taking  of  the  goods  as  a  distresSf  and  prayed  judgment  and 
a  return  of  the  goods.  The  plaintiff  below  pleaded  in  bar 
that  the  defendants  of  their  own  wrong,  and  without  such 
cause  as  they  had  in  their  avowry  and  cognizance  alleged, 
took  the  plaintiff's  goods  and  chattels,  &c.  To  this  plea 
there  was  a  special  demurrer,  and  the  causes  assigned  were, 
that  the  plea  in  bar  tendered  and  offered  to  put  in  issue  se- 
veral distinct  matters, — the  inhabitancy  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
low ;  his  chargeability  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  in  respect  of 
his  occupation  mentioned  in  the  avowry  and  cognizance;  the 
ascertainment,  making,  signing,  assessing,  allowance,  no- 
tice, and  publication  of  the  rate;  the  rating  and  assessment 
of  the  plaintiff  below;  the  notice  to  him  of  the  rate;  the 
demand  and  refusal  of  the  sum  assessed ;  the  summons, 
the  appearance  before  the  justices,  the  warrant  of  distress, 
and  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant  Bardons.  Another 
cause  assigned  was,  that  the  plea  in  bar  was  pleaded  as  if 
the  avowry  and  cognizance  consisted  wholly  in  excuse  of 
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Exrh,  Chamber,  (he  taking  and  detaining^  and  did  not  avow  and  justify  the 

same,  and  claim  a  right  to  the  goods  and  chattels  by  virtue 
of  the  statutes.  The  fifth  and  sixth  avowries  and  cogni- 
zances werie,  in  substance  and  form,  similar  to  the  fourth, 
and  to  those  avowries  and  cognizances  the  plaintiff  also 
pleaded  the  general  plea  de  ifgurid;  and  there  were  spe- 
cial demurrers,  assigning  the  same  causes  as  those  assign- 
^  ed  to  the  fourth.     The  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  Lord  Tenterden^  C.  J., 
dissent  tent  Cf  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  below,  de- 
ciding that  the  pleas  in  bar  were  good.  Upon  this  judg- 
ment the  defendants  below  brought  a  writ  of  error,  which 
was  argued  in  the  vacation  after  last  Hilary  Term  by 
Colef^dge^  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  by  W.H, 
Maule^  for  the  defendant  in  error;  when  the  Court  took 
time  to  consider,  and  their  judgment  was  now  delivered 
by- 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  question  raised  for  our  consider- 
ation upon  this  writ  of  error  ariscfs  in  an  action  of  replevin 
in  which  BardonSf  one  of  the  defendantiB  below,  avows  as 
collector  of  a  poor  rate,  and  Jenkins,  the  other  defendanti 
makes  cognizance  as  his  bailiff;  alleging,  in  the  fourth 
avowry  and  cognizance,  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  inhabi- 
tant of  the  parish,  and  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor  thereof  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  a  tenement 
situate  within  the  same — that  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  was  duly  ascertained,  made,  signed, 
assessed,  allowed,  given  notice  of,  and  published  accord- 
ing to  the  statutes ;  and  that  by  the  said  rate  the  plaintiff 
was  duly  rated  in  the  sum  of  7/.;  that  Bardons,  as  collec- 
tor, gave  him  notice  of  the  rate,  and  demanded  payment, 
which  he  refused;  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly  summoned 
to  appear  at  the  petty  sessions,  to  be  held  at  a  time  and 
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place  duly  specified,  to  shew  cause  why  he  refused;  that  ^Sxch.  Chamber, 
he  appeared  and  shewed  no  cause;  that  a  warrant  was 
thereupon  duly  made  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  then  present,  directed 
to  Bardons,  the  collector,  commanding  him,  according  to 
the  statute,  to  make  distress  of  the  plaintift"s  goods  and 
chattels;   that  the  warrant  was  delivered  to  Bardons^  un- 
der which  he,  as  collector,  avowed,  and  the  other  defen- 
dant acknowledged,   the   taking  of  the   goods,   praying 
judgment  and  a  return,  &c.    The  plaintiffs  pleaded  in  bar 
that  the  defendants,  of  their  own  wrong,  and  without  such 
cause  as  was  alleged,  took  the  plaintiff's  goods  and  chat- 
tels.    To  this  plea  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  assign- 
ing for  cause  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  plea  in  bar,  sought 
to  put  in  issue  several  distinct  matters,  and  also  that  the 
plea  in  bar  was  pleaded  as  if  the  avowry  and  cognizance 
consisted  wholly  in  excuse  of  the  taking  and  detaining, 
and  did  not  avow  and  justify  the  same,  and  claim  a  return. 
The  plaintiff  below  joined  in  demurrer.      There   were 
other  avowries  and  cognizances  pleaded  in  a  similar  form, 
to  which  similar  pleas  in  bar  were  pleaded,  and  to  which 
also  tliere  were  special  demurrers  and  joinders  in  demur- 
rer.    Upon  argument  before  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench, 
judgment  was  given  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  below  by 
two  of  the  learned  Judges  of  that  Court,  the  late  learned 
and  much  lamented  Chief  Justice  Lord  Tenterden  having 
given  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendants  below;  and  the 
question  raised  upon  the  record  for  our  determination  is 
this,  whether  the  general  plea  in  bar  pleaded  by  the  plain- 
tiff below,  by  which  all  the  several  matters  alleged  in  the 
avowry  are  put  in  issue,  is  a  good  plea  in  bar  or  not ;  and  we 
are  all  of  opinion  that  such  plea  in  bar  is  a  good  plea,  and 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

It  may  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  to  advert  to 
the  objection  which  relates  to  the  form  of  action  in  which 
this  general  plea  is  used,  namely,  that  it  is  in  point  of  form 
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ExOi.  Chancer ,  an  actioD  of  replevin,  not  an  action  of  trespass ;  as  to  which 

we  are  of  opinion  that  no  sound  distinction  can  be  made  in 
that  respect;  but  that,  wherever  the  facts  pleaded  in  bar 
to  an  action  of  trespass  for  takmg  goods  constitute  such 
a  defence,  the  plaintiff  may,  consistently  with  the  rules 
of  law,  put  the  whole  of  them  in  issue  by  the  general  re- 
plication de  injurid  $ud  proprid  absque '  taU  causd  we 
think  the  plaintiff  may  also  do  the  same  in  his  plea  in  bar 
to  an  avowry,  stating  the  same  identical  facts  as  a  defence 
in  an  action  of  replevin.  No  case  has  been  cited  before 
us  in  which  such  general  traverse  of  the  facts  stated  in 
the  avowry  has  been  held  bad  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  the  form  of  action  is  in  replevin,  not  trespass.  For 
as  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Kitchen  (a),  the  general  traverse 
there  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  avowry  for  a  distress  for  rent, 
and  which  was  held  bad  in  that  case,  would  have  been 
equally  held  bad  if  it  had  been  replied  to  a  special  plea  in 
trespass,  stating  the  same  facts,  as  appears  from  the  case 
of  Whiter,  Stubbs  (6).  It  cannot,  therefore,  as  it  appears 
to  us,  be  a  safe  ground  of  decision  to  rest  the  validity  of 
the  general  traverse,  on  the  present  occasion,  not  upon  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  facts  which  are  put  in  issue 
by  such  traverse,  and  upon  the  broad  question  whether 
they  constitute  one  single  defence  or  not,  but,  upon  the 
consideration  that  the  question  arises  in  an  action  of  re- 
plevin ;  the  only  ground  of  distinction  that  has  been  sug- 
gested is,  that  the  defendant,  in  this  case,  by  claiming  a 
return  of  the  goods,  asserts  a  right  and  property  in 
them,  and  therefore  brings  the  case  within  the  excep- 
tions in  Crogate*s  case,  **  that  the  defendant  claims  pro- 
perty or  an  interest  in  or  out  of  the  goods  which  have 
been  taken.**  But,  upon  reference  as  well  to  Crogate's 
case,  where  this  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  laid 
down,  as  also  to  the  several  cases  in  which  such  excep- 

(fl)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  76.  {h)  2  Saund.  Rep.  294. 
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tion  lias  been  held  to  apply;  we  think  it  ia  limited  to  in-  Sm^  Chamber, 

1833 
stances  in  which  the  defendant  has  claimed  by  his  plea 

an  interest  in  the  land  or  the  goods  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  trespass  complained  of.    In  replevin^  however, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  defendant  does  not  in^^ist,  in  ordinary 
cases  at  least,  and  certainly  not  in  the  present 'case,  upon 
any  right  or  interest  he  possessed  in  the  goods  before  or 
at  the  time  of  the  taking  complained  of.     In  the  instance 
of  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear,  the  very  nature  of  the  trans- 
action assumes  that  be  has  seised  the  goods  which  belong- 
ed to  his  tenant^  the  plaintiff;  his  sole  object  being  to  sa- 
tisfy the  rent  out  of  the  tenant's  property ;  and  the  prayer 
for  a  return  of  the  goods,  flcc.^  is  no  assertion  of  right  to 
or  interest  in  the  goods  in  himself  the  defendant;  but  is  a 
prayer  that  the  plaintiff's  goods  may  be  returned  by  the 
sheriff,  in  order  so  long  as  the  common  law  on  this  subject 
continued,  that  they  might  be  kept  by  the  defendant  as  a 
pledge  for  the  payment  of  the  rent;  and  since  the  altera- 
tion of  the  common  law  by  the  statutes  2  fViU.  ^  Af.,  c.  5, 
in  order  that  they  may  be  sold  by  the  defendant  in  satis- 
faction of  the  arrears  of  rent  and  the  expenses.    Indeed, 
it  is  evident  that  the  claim  of  interest  mentioned  in  era- 
gate's  case,  as  forming  an  exception  to  the  application  of 
the  rule  there  laid  down,  must  mean  an  interest  anterior 
to  and  independent  of  the  fact  of  seizure,  from  the  instan- 
ces which  are  there  put  of  a  right  of  common,  or  a  right  of 
way  or  passage,  and  the  like;  all  of  which,  from  their  na- 
ture, must  have  existed  in  the  party  before  the  trespass 
was  committed  for  which  the  action  is  brought.  We  think, 
therefore,  no  distinction  can  be  satisfactorily  laid  down 
between  the  rule  of  pleading,  as  to  the  point  in  question, 
in  an  action  of  replevin  and  an  action  of  trespass,  but  that 
the  point  to  be  determined  is,  whether,  by  the  rules  of 
pleading,  the  several  facts  alleged  in  the  fourth  avowry 
might  have  been  put  in  issue  by  the  general  traverse,  if 
they  had  been  contained  in  a  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  of 
trespass. 
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E*eh.  Chamber,      And  although  it  may  be  very  difficult,  upon  principle, 

to  account  for  such  a  departure  from  the  general  object 
which  the  rules  of  special  pleading  have  in  view,  namely, 
that  of  bringing  the  matter  in  dispute  between  the  litigant 
parties  to  one  certain  and  single  issue  of  fact;  yet,  we 
think  the  present  case  falls  within  the  authority  of  judicial 
decisions  of  an  early  date,  and  which  have  been  constant- 
ly adhered  to  in  later  times.     And  we  feel  ourselves  on 
that  account  bound  by  their  authority,  and  no  longer  at 
liberty  to  found  our  judgment  upon  the  ground  of  exper 
diency,  where  the  point  in  dispute  is  of  a  nature  and  de- 
scription  rather  to  be  governed  by  precedent  than  by 
general  principles   of  law.     It  is  not  necessary  to  refer 
to  any  earlier  decision  than  that  of  Cragate^s  case  (a), 
as    an   authority   upon  the   present  question.      Indeed, 
the  Year  Books  cited  in  that  case  do  not,  upon  refer- 
ence,   throw  much  light  or  any  degree  of  certainty  on 
the  points  there  resolved.    But  from  the  time  of  Crogate's 
case  (6  James  1),  down  to  the  present  period,  the  resolu- 
tions of  the  Court  made  in  that  case  have,  as  to  the  great- 
er part,  been  considered  to  be  law.     In  Crogaies  case, 
the  defendant,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  driving  the  cat- 
tle of  the  plaintiffs,  pleaded  a  right  of  common  in  a  copy- 
holder over  the  locus  in  quo,  by  prescribing  in  the  usual 
way,  in  the  name  of  the  lord  of  the  manor ;  and  because 
the  plaintiff  bad  wrongfully  turned  his  cattle  there,  the 
defendant  as  servant  of  the  copyholder,  and  by  his  com- 
mand, justified  driving  the  cattle  out.     To  this  plea  the 
plaintiff  replied  de  injurid  sud  proprid  absque  tali  causd; 
and  upon  demurrer  it  was  adjudged  that  the  general  re- 
plication in  that  case  was  insufficient;  and  Lord  Coke  then 
proceeds  to  lay  down  four  resolutions  of  the  Court,  in  the 
course  of  which  he  thus  states  the  nature  of  this  general 
plea,  viz.  the  general  plea  de  injurid  sud  proprid,  &c.  is 

(a)  8  Co.  67. 
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properly  when  the  defendant's  plea  doth  consist  merely  of  E*eh.  Chamber, 
matter  of  excuse,  and  of  no  matter  of  interest  whatever. 
The  resolutions  of  the  Court  are  these  four— ^r«/,  that 
absque  taU  catisd  doth  refer  to  the  whole  plea  and  not  on- 
ly to  the  commandment,  for  all  makes  but  one  cause,  and 
any  of  them  without  the  other  is  no  plea  by  itself; — se- 
condly,  it  was  resolved,  that  when  the  defendant  in  his 
own  right,  or  as  servant  of  another,  claims  any  interest  in 
the  land,  or  to  any  common,  or  rent  going  out  of  the  land, 
&c.  there  de  injufid  sud  proprid,  &c.  generally  is  no  plea ; 
but  if  the  defendant  justifies  as  servant,  there  de  injurid 
sud  proprid^  &c.  in  some  of  the  cases,  with  a  traverse  of 
the  commandment,  that  being  made  material,  is  good. 
Thirdly^  it  was  resolved,  that  when,  by  the  defendant's 
plea,  any  authority  or  power  is  mediately  or  immediately 
derived  from  the  plaintiff,  there,  although  no  interest  be 
claimed,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  answer  and  shall  not  reply 
generally  de  injurid  sud  proprid.  The  same  law  of  an  au- 
thority given  by  law,  as  to  view  waste,  &c.     Lastly ^  it  is 
resolved,  that,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  issue  would  be  full 
of  multiplicity  of  matter,  where  an  issue  ought  to  be  full 
and  single ;  for,  parcel  of  the  manor,  demisable  by  copy, 
grant  by  copy,  prescription  of  common,  &c.,  and  com- 
mandment, will  be  all  parcel  of  the  same. 

The  questions  therefore  appear  to  us  to  be  these  two 
alone — Firsts  whether  the  facts  pleaded  in  this  avowry 
bring  it  within  that  description  of  plea  to  which  the  gene- 
ral replication  is  admitted  in  Crogaie^s  case  to  apply ;  and 
Secondly y  whether  the  case  falls  within  any  of  the  excep- 
tions laid  down  by  the  Court  in  their  resolutions  in  that 
case.  Now,  the  facts .  stated  in  the  avowry  are  the  in- 
habitancy of  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain  parish,  and  his  lia- 
bility to  the  poor  rate,  by  reason  of  occupation;  the  mak- 
ing of  a  poor  rate  for  the  parish,  with  all  the  particular  ob- 
servances as  required  by  law;  notice  of  the  rate,  the  de- 
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Etcch,  Chambtr,  itiand  of  payoienti  and  refusal  to  pay,  the  summoning  be- 
fore the  Justices  of  Peace  in  Petty  Sessions,  to  shew  cause 
for  his  refusal  where  no  cause  was  shewn;  the  issuing  of  a 
warrant  by  the  Justices  of  the  Peace,  the  delivery  of  the 
warrant  to  one  of  the  defendants^  and  the  distress  made 
by  him  and  the  other  defendant  as  his  bailiff.  In  the  first 
place  these  facts  appear  to  us,  in  the  language  of  Cro- 
gate's  case,  to  consist  merely  "  upon  matter  of  excuse  and 
of  no  matter  of  interest  whatsoever;'*  they  fall  within  the 
principle  of  a  justification  under  a  proceeding  in  the  Ad- 
miral's Court,  the  hundred  or  county  court,  or  any  other 
which  is  not  a  Court  of  record,  where  de  injurid,  &c.  ge- 
nerally is  good;  "  for  all  is  matter  of  fact,  and  all  make  but 
one  cause,**  as  is  stated  in  another  part  of  the  same  report. 
The  case  now  under  discussion  resembles  closely  that 
which  is  last  referred  to;  a  justification  under  a  distress 
warrant  for  a  poor  rate  must  surely  be  the  subject  of  a  ge* 
neral  traverse,  if  a  justification  under  the  process  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  is  held  to  be  so. 

It  remains  to  be  considered,  therefore,  whether  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  avowry  brings  it  within  any  of  the  excep- 
tions which  are  .laid  down  in  the  leading  case  above  referred 
to.  The  first  b,  where  the  defendant  in  his  own  right,  or 
as  servant  to  another,  claims  any  interest  in  or  out  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  action  of  trespass,  in  wl»ch  case  the 
general  traverse  would  be  bad.  The  interest  there  spoked 
of  would  include  any  title  by  lease,  licence,  or  gift  from 
the  plaintiff  (a),  or  any  sub-demise  to  the  defendant  (A). 
The  answer,  therefore,  to  this  objection  appears  to  be, 
that  the  defendants  in  this  case  claim  no  such  interest, 
nor  any  other  interest  of  any  kidd,  in  the  goods  taken; 
for,  that  the  exception  applies  only  to  the  case  of  title  or 
property  in  the  goods,  independently  of  any  right  confer* 
red  by  the  act  of  seizure,  we  have  already  stated  to  be  our 

(a)  Bro  Abr.  tit.  "  De  son  tort  demesnty  41.        {h)  \2  Mod.  582. 
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opinioD,  to  which  we  refer.  The  next  exception  ia,  where  Exeh,  chamber, 
the  defendant  justifies  under  any  authority  or  power^  me- 
diately  or  immediately  derived  from  the  plaintiff;  in  which 
case  it  is  said,  that  although  no  interest  is  claimed,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  answer  it,  and  shall  not  reply  generally^ 
cfe  if^rid  sud  proprid.  It  would  not  have  been  necessary 
to  have  adverted  to  this  exception,  as  the  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  are  manifestly  not  under  any 
authority  from  the  plaintiff,  but  directly  against  him, 
if  Lord  Coke  had  not  proceeded  to  add,  '*  the  same 
law  of  an  authority  given  by  the  law,  as  to  view  waste." 
But  the  meaning  of  this  distinction  is  explained  by  Lord 
Holtt  in  the  case  of  Chanceg  v.  Win  {a),  who  says — ''  The 
case  of  entering  to  see  waste  is  upon  a  spedal  reason;  for, 
suppose  the  lessor  were  seised  in  fee,  such  seizure  in  fee 
would  be  involved  in  the  issue."  That  the  dieium  of 
Liord  CoAe  cannot  be  intended  of  justification  under  aU 
authorities  in  law,  generally,  is  abundantly  clear  from  the 
instances  already  adverted  to,  of  justifications  under  pro- 
cess of  law  against  the  person  and  against  the  goods  of 
the  plaintiffs;  so,  also,  of  justifications  by  peace  offieers 
arresting  upon  breach  of  the  peace,  and  the  like;  so,  also 
in  the  case  of  justification  under  a  statute  (see  Chance^  v. 
Win,  Mfpra)];  in  all  which  cases  the  general  traverse  is  in- 
variably replied  to  such  pleas,  where  no  matter  of  record 
forms  part  of  it.  If  so,  why  may  it  not  equally  be  replied 
where  the  justification  is  under  a  distress  for  a  poor's  rate, 
being  an  authority  of  law? 

The  last  of  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  Crogaie^s  case 
is,  that  the  plea  would  be  full  of  multiplicity  of  matter.  Whe- 
ther this  is  or  is  not  a  ground  of  exception  that  applies  to 
the  present  case,  must  depend  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
word '  multiplicity'  in  the  resolution.  If  it  intends,  that  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  facts  constituting  altogether  one  defence, 

(a)  Bro.  Abr.  Ibid.  63. 
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Exck.  Chamber,  caDHot  be  included  in  the  general  replication^  what  be- 
comes of  the  rule  in  Crogate's  case  altogether  ?  Why  did 
the  discussion  in  Crogaie*s  case  take  place;  and  why  were 
the  four  resolutions  madCi  when  the  single  objection,  that 
the  plea  included  more  than  one  separate  fact,  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  determined  against  the  general  tra- 
verse? How  is  this  interpretation  reconcileable  with  the 
various  instances  in  which  this  general  form  of  replication 
ia  confessedly  held  good,  such  as  the  justification  under 
process  issuing  out  of  a  Court  not  of  record?  Where 
facts  are  stated  in  the  plea,  mixed  up  with  matter  of  re- 
cord, or  with  the  claim  of  interest,  or  under  the  authority 
of  the  plaintiffi  it  has  always  been  allowed,  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  admit  the  fact  which  falls  within  the  description 
of  such  exceptions,  and  traverse  the  remainder  of  the  al- 
legations of  the  plea  by  limiting  the  traverse  by  the  words 
*  absque  residuo  causae.*  How  could  this  practice  of  plead- 
ing be  applied  to  the  present  case,  where  none  of  the  facts 
alleged  fall  within  the  exception,  and  all  the  facts  are  of 
the  same  nature?  It  follows,  therefore,  that  such  cannot 
be  the  meaning  of  the  word  *  multiplicity,'  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  resolution  does  not  apply  to  this  case ; 
and  such  appears  clearly  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  two  modern  cases:  Robinson  v. 
Haley  (a),  and  O'Brien  v.  Saxon  (A).  Upon  the  whole,  we 
think  the  case  falls  witliin  the  general  rule  laid  down  in 
Crogate's  case,  and  that  it  is  not  touched  by  any  of  the 
exceptions  there  adverted  to;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
{a)  1  Burr.  Rep.  316.  {b)  2  B.  &  C.  908. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

Whitelocke  I?.  Francis  Musgrove.  v^^^^— • 

Assumpsit  against  the  defendant,  as  maker  of   a  ^»    "  .»c«'<>" 

^  ^  upon  an  instru- 

promissory  note :  plea,  general  issue.     At  the  trial  at  the  ment,  the  tub- 
London  sittings  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  before  Bayley,  to  which Ts  dead 
B.,  it  appeared  that  the  subscribing  witness  to  the  note  °Jroad"?rii 
had  gone  to  reside  in  America.     The  note  appeared  on  necessary,  bc- 

.  1       <•   T-r  •     Mdwprovingthe 

the  face  of  it  to  be  signed  with  **  the  mark  of  Francis  hand-writing  of 
Musgrove"    The  hand-writing  of  the  attesting  witness  ^i^ness,  to  *iSve 
was  proved;  but  the  witness,  who  proved  the  hand-writing  ^f "JJ  ^^^^IJi^ 
of  the  attesting  witness  and  his  residence  in  America,  said,  of  the  party 
that  he  knew  nothing  of  Francis  Musgrove  or  of  the  party  who  ap- 
mark;  and  no  further  evidence  being  given,  the  learned  Jxe^t^duirin- 
Baron  thought  the  evidence  not  sufficient:    he  left  the  strument (a). 
case,  however,  to  the  jury,  stating  that  he  thought  that 
the  attestation  imported  that  some  person  of  the  name  of 
Francis  Musgrove  had  signed  the  note,  but  not  that  the 
defendant  was  that  person.    The  jury  under  this  direction 
found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  leave  being  given  by 
the  learned  Baron  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  amount  of  the  note. 

Milner,    in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  accordingly,  against  which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

Wighiman  and  Addison  for  the  defendant — If  proof  of 
identity  is  requisite  in  any  case,  it  ought  particularly  to 
be  required  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  party 
signing  is  a  marksman.  Where  a  party  has  signed  his 
name  himself,  a  defendant  has  the  power  of  calling  wit- 
nesses acquainted  with  his  real  hand-writing,  who  may 
prove,  if  the  truth  be  so,  that  the  hand-writing  to  the 
note  is  not  his ;  but  a  party  charged  with  having  signed 
as  a  marksman  has  not  this  opportunity;  and  it  is  impo&- 

(a)  The  same  point  was  ruled  in  another  case  which  stood  over 
for  the  decision  of  this. 

VOL.  I.  MM 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  gible  for  him  to  disprove  the  mark.    In  Nelson  v.  Whit- 
1833. 

^     tall  (a),  Bayley,  J.,  said,  '*  It  is  laid  down  in  Mr.  Phil- 

whitelockb  lips*s  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Evidence,  that  proof  of 
MusokoTE.  the  hand-writing  of  the  attesting  witness  is  in  all  cases 
suflScient.  I  always  felt  this  difficulty,  that  that  proof 
alone  does  not  connect  the  defendant  with  the  note.  If 
the  attesting  witness  himself  gave  evidence,  he  would 
prove,  not  merely  that  the  instrument  was  executed,  but 
the  identity  of  the  person  so  executing  it ;  but  the  proof 
of  the  hand-writing  of  the  attesting  witness  establishes 
merely,  that  some  person,  assuming  the  name  which  the 
instrument  purports  to  bear,  executed  it;  and  it  does  not 
go  to  establish  the  identity  of  that  person ;  and  in  that 
respect  the  proof  seems  to  me  defective.**  It  is  true  that 
the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice,  then  Mr.  Justice  Abboiif 
observed,  '^  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  proof 
of  the  hand-writing  of  an  attesting  witness  is  not  suffi- 
cient If  it  had  been  necessary  in  ancient  deeds  to  prove 
besides  the  hand-writing  of  an  attesting  witness  that  of 
the  party  also,  a  great  difficulty  would  have  arisen ;  for 
in  those  times  the  parties  seldom  wrote,  but  merely  fixed 
their  marks,  which  would  scarcely  be  distingubhable 
from  one  another."  The  argument,  from  the  difficulty  of 
proving  the  hand-writuig  of  the  party,  seems  to  assume 
that  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  party  is  the  only 
mode  of  making  out  his  identity.  There  are,  however, 
many  other  modes,  as  by  proving  that  the  party  was 
present,  as  in  Nelson  v.  WhiitalL  '  In  Page  v.  Munn{b), 
Lord  Tenterden  admitted  the  evidence  of  the  attesting 
witness  as  sufficient,  without  any  proof  of  identity;  but 
subsequently  such  evidence  was  given. — [Bayley,  B. 
That  was  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  under 
which  the  defendants  had  had  possession,  so  that,  proba- 
bly, it  would  contain  some  description  at  least  of  the 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  21.  (6)  1  M.  &  M.  79. 
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place,  by  which  the  defendants  might    be  connected.]  £^*-  </  ^^'* 
In  Miieheil  v.  Johnson  (a).  Lord   Tenierden  said,  that     ^....^^J-.^ 
there  was  some  evidence  beyond  the  mere  proof  of  the   Whitblockb 
attesting  witness's  signature.     It  is  true,  he  afterwards     musorovb. 
says,  **  if  there  were  no  other  I  should  have  no  doubt  of 
its  sufficiency.    If  the  objection  were  to  prevail,  it  would 
often  be  impossible  for  the  obligee  of  a  bond  to  recover, 
where  the  subscribing  witness  was  dead  and  the  obligor 
a  marksman."    It  is  submitted  that^his  Lordship  laid 
down  the  rule  too  broadly  in  this  dictum^  which  was  not 
necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case*    In  most  cases 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  giving  some  evidence  to  connect 
the  defendant  with  the  party  who  has  signed  the  note; 
and  it  would  not  follow,  even  if  it  were  a  matter  of  diffi- 
culty,  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  point  of  law«     In  Kay  v* 
Broohman{p)t  Lord  Chief  Justice  Best  certainly  held,  that 
the  practice  was  not  to  require  further  evidence  of  iden* 
tity.     [Baylet/f  B.,  that  was  the  case  of  a  deed  which 
constituted  the  defendants  directors  and  proprietors  of  a 
mining  company;  I  suppose  that  there  would  be  a  descrip- 
tion; probably  the  party  would  be  described  as  A.  B. 
of  such  a  place.] — The  doctrine,  as  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley^  in  Nelson  v.    WhiiiaUf  was  not  new. 
In  one  of  the  first  cases  on  the  subject,   Godfrey  v. 
Norris{e)f  the  hand-writing  of  the  obligor  was  proved; 
and  it  would  seem  more  conformable  to  common  sense 
to   require    proof  in    such   cases   of  the   hand-writing 
of  the  obligor  than  even  of   that  of   the  subscribing 
witness.    In    WalUs  v.  Delaneey{d),  Lord  Kenyon  ex- 
pressly required  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  obligor. 
So,  in  Gough  v.  Cecil  (e).  Lord  Loughborough  nonsuited 
the  plaintiff  at  Nisi  Prius  for  want  of  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  obligor;  and,  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  he 

(a)  1  M.  &  M.  176.  {d)  7  T.  R.  266,  n. 

(6)  Ibid.  287.  (e)  Sel.  N.  P.,  7tli  edit.  535,  n. 

(c)  Strange,  34. 
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^^^m^'   said  that  he  thought  the  proof  of  the  obligor's   hand- 
v^..^^...i/     writing  much  the  most  satisfactory  to  the  Court  and  jury. 

Whitelockb  Gould,  J.,  thought  so  too;  and,  according  to  his  memory,  it 
MuBORovE.  was  the  practice  on  the  Western  Circuit :  and  though 
Nares  and  Heaih,  JJ.,  differed^  and  after  inquiring  into 
the  practice  the  Court  granted  a  new  trials  yet  Gould,  J., 
expressed  his  dissatisfaction  at  the  decision  to  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant.  In  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius{a),  it  is 
laid  down  that  *'  proof  that  one,  who  called  himself  B., 
executed,  is  not  sufficient  if  the  witness  did  not  know  it 
to  be  the  defendant.'*  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  is 
only  contended,  that  some  evidence  should  be  given  of 
the  identity  of  the  defendant  with  the  party  who  has 
executed  the  instrument ;  it  is  not  contended  that  proof 
of  the  hand-writing  of  the  party  must  be  given ;  that  is 
only  one  mode  of  proof.  The  defendant  being  of  the 
same  name  is  no  proof  of  identity;  as  in  the  case  of 
proving  a  marriage  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation, 
some  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties  married  with 
those  on  the  register  is  invariably  required.  So  also,  in 
proving  a  previous  conviction  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  28,  s.  II,  the  identity  of  the  prisoner  with  the  person 
previously  convicted  must  be  proved.  Identity  of  name, 
therefore,  is  no  evidence  of  identity  of  person.  [They 
were  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Milner,  contra. — Proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  sub- 
scribing witness  is,  in  all  cases,  where  the  absence  of  the 
subscribing  witness  is  accounted  for,  sufficient  prima  facie 
evidence  to  charge  a  defendant.  The  practice  has  been 
nearly  uniform;  and  it  is  founded  on  the  rule,  that,  on  proof 
of  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscribing  witness  in  such 
case,  every  thing  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  rightly 
done,  and  a  fraud  must  not  be  imputed  without  some  evi- 
dence of  it,  which  should  come  from  the  other  side.— 

(fl)  171  b. 
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[Bay ley y  B. — We  do  presume  that  every  thing  was  done  Erch.  of  Pleat, 
rightly.     We  presume  that  the  note  wad  signed  by  a  per-  ^ 

son  of  the  name  of  Francis  Musgrove;  but  how  does  that   Whitelocke 
appear   to  be  the  defendant?] — The  plaintiff  must  be     musorove. 
taken  to  have  fixed  upon  the  right  person ;  he  would  ex- 
pose himself  to  a  prosecution  for  publishing  a  forgery,  if 
he  tried  to  fix  a  stranger  with  the  note.     If  identity  is  to 
be  an  ingredient  in  the  proof,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
prove  it  strictly,  and  to  shew  the  hand-writing  of  the  party. 
— {Bayley^  B. — There  are  many  cases  which  shew  that 
you  may  prove  identity  in  other  ways,  by  the  party  being 
present,  by  application  for  payment  answered  by  him,  or 
by  other  acknowledgments  by  him.] — It  would  be  neces- 
sary to  shew  strictly  the  identity  of  the  person  served  with 
process  with   the  person  who  signed   the  note.     In  the 
older  cases  the  word  *'  identity"  never  occurs;  and  no  such 
doctrine  as  the  one  now  contended  for  is  to  be  found  in 
the  books  until  the  case  of  Nelson  v.  fVhitialL     In  all 
the  subsequent  cases,  the  doubt  which  has  been  suggested 
has  arisen  from  the  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  in  that 
case.     In  all  the  old  authorities  and  cases,  the  rule  will  be 
found  to  have  been  laid  down  without  the  qualification 
which  was  first  brought  forward  in  Nelson  v.  WhittalL 
In  Viner^s  Abridgment^  the  rule  is  laid  down  quite  gene- 
rally (a) :   "  When  there  are  two  witnesses  to  a  deed  who 
are  dead,  if  there  be  full  evidence  to  prove  one  of  their 
hands,  and  any  evidence  that  endeavours  have  been  used 
to  find  one  to  prove  the  other's  hand,  it  is  sufiicient ;  for 
perhaps  the  witness  might  be  a  stranger,  and  it  would  be 
a  hard  task  to  prove  his  hand." — Per  Cur.  Comb.  248, 
Pasch.  6  W.  ^  M,  in  B.  R.  in  case  of  Smart  v.  Wil- 
liams {a).     If  both  witnesses  are    beyond    sea,   proving 
the  hand-writing  of  the  party  is  not  sufiicient ;  but  in 
such  cases  it  is  usual  to  prove  the  hand  only  of  one  of  the- 
witnesses,  and  that  they  are  beyond  sea,  and  proving  both 

(a)  Via.  Ab.  tit.  Evidence,  48,  pi.  d. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  their  hands  not  necessary,  ui  dicitur.  Trim*  5  &  6  Geo.  3, 
^    in  case  of  Smiih  v.  Richards  (a).    If  a  witness  to  a  deed 

Whitelockb  jg  dead,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  his  hand  without  the  hand 
MuMRovE.  of  the  party.  Per  Pratt.C.  J.,  Trtit.Vacation,  1719  (6).  So, 
ill  an  anonymous  case(e),  per  HoU^  C.  J.,  at  NUi  Prhti, 
"In  debt  upon  a  bond  upon  issue  of  iioii  esi  factum,  if  the 
plaintiff  prove  the  witnesses  dead,  beyond  sea,  or  that  he 
has  made  strict  inquiries  after  them  and  cannot  hear  of 
them,  he  shall  be  let  in  to  prove  their  hands."  No  men- 
tion appears  to  have  been  made  of  any  necessity  of 
proving  the  identity  of  the  defendant.  It  has  been  stated, 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  there  was  evidence  of 
identity  in  Godfrey  v.  Norris.  It  is  true  that  evidence 
which  would  establish  the  identity  was  given,  but  not  with 
the  object  of  establishing  the  identity,  about  which  no 
question  was  made.  The  question  was,  whether  the  hand- 
writing of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  administrator  de  bonis  non 
of  the  obligee  and  the  surviving  attesting  witness,  could 
be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  brought  by  him ;  and 
letters  of  the  obligor,  mentioning  the  bond,  were  given  in 
evidence  with  a  view  to  that  objection.  In  Jones  v. 
Mann  (d),  where  the  subscribing  witness  had  been  con- 
victed of  perjury,  proof  of  his  hand-writing  was  ad- 
mitted, and  there  was  no  mention  of  proving  identity. 
In  Goss  V.  Tracey  (e).  Hooper^  Serjeant,  mentioned  a 
case  where  the  surviving  subscribing  witness  to  a  bond 
was  made  executor  by  the  obligee,  and,  in  an  action  by 
him,  proof  of  his  own  hand-writing  was  admitted.  There 
was  no  mention  of  identity. — [Baytey,  B. — These  cases  do 
not  say  that  the  evidence  you  mention  was  all  the  evi- 
dence given.  It  was  not  necessary  to  say  what  further 
evidence  was  given ;  they  only  report  that  such  evidence 
was  received.]— Proof  of  the  identity  of  the  defendant, 
however,  was  never  mentioned;  and  it  does  not  appear  to  have 

(a)  Via.  Ab.  tit.  Evidence,  48, 13.        {d)  Strange,  833. 
(6)  Ibid.  10.  (c)  1  P.  Wins.  289. 

(c)  12  Mod.  607. 
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been  ever  called  for.    So,  in  Wood  v.  Drurj/  (a),  no  evi-  E^rdu^uoM, 
dence  of  identity  seems  to  have  been  required ;  nor  in     v      ^  '  ^ 
later  limes,  in  Parker  v.  Hoskins  (6),  Milward  v.  Tem^  Whitblockb 
fde{c\  and  WardaU  v  Fermor[d) :  in  all  of  which  cases  no     musorovb. 
mention  is  made  of  proving  the  identity;  and  there  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  any  other  evidence  than  what  is 
mentioned  in  the  reports.    Gough  v  Cecil  is  a  very  strong 
authority  in  favour  of  the  present  plaintiff.    It  is  reported 
in  Luder*9  Controverted  Elections^  p.  S69.    ^The  writer 
in  the  text  lays  down  the  rule  in  this  manner.     '*The 
attesting  witnesses  are  the  proper  persons   to  give  evi- 
dence concerning  deeds;  it  is  peculiar  to  them,  inasmuch 
as,  if  they  die,  the  inquiry  is  not  made  into  the  hand-writing 
of  the  parties,  but  that  of  the  witnesses.    This  point  was 
determined  by  the  Judges    of    the  Common   Pleas  in 
the  last  Term.    And  the  reason  given  for  it  was,  be- 
cause the  fact  to  be  proved  by  an  attesting  witness  is,  that 
he  saw  the  party  execute ;  and,  if  he  cannot  be  found,  his 
hand-writing  is  allowed  to  be  evidence  of  this  fact.*'    In  a 
note  to  the  above  passage  the  case  is  given  more  at  length. 
**  The  name  of  this  case  was  Gough  v.  CeciL     It  was  an 
action  on  a  bond  tried  at  the  Common  Pleas  Sittings  after 
Easter  Term,  1784;  the  subscribing  witness  being  dead, 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  called  a  witness  to  prove  his  hand- 
writing, and  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  being  of  opin- 
ion that  this  was  not  sufficient,  without  proving  at  the 
same  time  the  hand-writing  of  the  obligor,  called  upon 
the  counsel  for  such  proof,  and,  upon  their  not  being  able 
to  produce   it,  directed  the    plaintiff  to  be    nonsuited. 
In  Trinity  Term  it  was  moved  to  set  aside  this  nonsuit ; 
and  the  Court  decided  that  the  judge's  opinion  was  wrong, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  produced  the  proper  evidence  in 
such  a  case,  and  accordingly  set  aside  the  nonsuit."    In 
the  note  in  Selwyn*s  Nisi  Prius,   it  is  stated,  indeed, 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  734.  (c)  1  Campb.  375. 

(5)  2  TauDt.  223.  (d)  2  Campb.  282. 
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ExcKrf  Pleat,  that  Gould,  J.,  had  expressed  his  dissatisfaction  with  the 
v^..^^.!^    decision ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  Courts  after  inquiring  into 

Whitblocke  the  practice,  expressly  decided  that  no  evidence  beyond 
MusoRovE.  the  mere  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  attesting  witness 
was  necessary.  That,  then,  is  an  authority  deciding  the 
very  point  in  question  in  favour  of  the  present  plsdntiff. 
In  Adam  and  Wife  v.  Ker  (a),  it  was  held,  that,  where  one 
of  two  attesting  witnesses  was  dead,  and  the  other  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  process  of  the  Court,  it  was  sufficient 
to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased  witness,  with- 
out proving  the  hand-writing  of  the  other  witness  or  of 
the  obh'gor,  the  hand-writing  of  the  attesting  witness 
when  proved  being  evidence  of  every  thing  on  the  face  of 
the  paper.— [-Bayfey,  B. — Aye,  of  every  thing  which  ap- 
pears on  the  face  of  the  paper;  that  is,  of  every  thing 
which  appears  to  be  signed  by  the  witness ;  of  all  which 
appears  to  have  been  attested  by  him.  He  appears  here 
to  have  attested  that  one  Francis  Musgrove  signed  the 
note,  not  that  the  defendant  is  that  Francis  Musgrove,^ 
— It  may  be  collected  from  what  fell  from  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough  in  Nelson  v.  Whittall,  that  his  opinion  was  in  fa- 
vour of  the  sufficiency  of  the  mere  proof  of  the  hand-writ- 
ing of  the  attesting  witness.  He  says,  that  it  has  been  the 
constant  practice,  in  cases  where  the  subscribing  witness  is 
dead,  never  to  look  at  anything  beyond  the  hand-writing  of 
the  witness.  In  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton  {b),  where  one  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  could  not  be  found,  though  diligent 
search  had  been  made,  and  the  other  had  become  inter- 
ested since  his  attestation,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  the 
hand-writing  of  the  witness  who  had  become  interested 
was  sufficient  proof.  In  the  report  of  WaUisv.DeUxncetfi 
which  has  been  so  much  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  there 
is  not  one  word  to  lead  to  the  supposition  that  the 
evidence  was  required  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 

(a)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  360.  (6)  2  East,  183. 
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identity  of  the  party.    That  point  never  came  in  ques-  ^'ch.  of  PUat, 
tion ;  but  it  was  not  then  settledj  though  it  is  now  admitted  ^ 

on  all  hands,  that  there  is  no  necessity  to  prove  the  hand-   Wbitelocxb 
writing  of  the  obligor.     In  Currie  v.  Child  (a),  the  evi-      mubo'rovb. 
dence  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscribing  witness  alone 
was  held  sufficient^  and  identity  was  never  mentioned. 
The  recent  practice  is  admitted  to  have  been  uniformly 
in  favour  of  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  three  last  cases  on  the  subject  which  have  been  men- 
tioned, Mitchell  V.  Johnson^  Page  v.  Mating  and  Kay  v. 
Brookman^  are  express  decisions  by  Lord  Tenierden  and 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Besi^   upon  the  question   distinctly 
raised  before  them,  that  such  practice  is  right.  In  Mitchell 
V.  Johnson,  Lord   Tenierden  also  decided  that  the  party 
having  signed  with  a  mark  made  no  difi)srence,  and  that 
decision  is  an  answer  to  the  distinction  attempted  to  be 
made  in  this  respect  in  the  present  case. — [Bayley,  B. 
It  frequently   happens  that   a   subscribing  witness  says 
that  be  saw  the  bond  executed,  but  that  he  did  not  know 
the  person  who  executed  to  be  the  defendant.     What  is 
the  consequence?     It  is  not  presumed  that  he  was  the 
defendant,  but  the  plaintiff  is  nonsuited.     According  to 
the  argument  for  the  present  plaintiff,  if  the  party  in  such 
case  were  to  wait  until  the  subscribing  witness  died,  he 
might  recover.  The  rule,  as  I  collect  it,  is,  that  the  attesta- 
tion when  proved  to  be  the  hand-writing  of  a  dead  sub- 
scribing witness,  is  evidence  of  every  thing  which  he  as- 
serts.    Now  it  is  not  asserted  by  this  attestation  that  the  de- 
fendant executed  the  note.  Mr.  Starkie,  in  his  Law  of  Evi- 
dence, lays  down  the  rule  thus  (b):  "  For  the  signature  of 
an  attesting  witness,  when  proved,  is  evidence  of  every  thing 
upon  the /ace  of  the  instrument,  since  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  witness  would  not  have  subscribed  his  name  in  at- 
testation of  that  which  did  not  take  place."    In  the  present 

(a)  3  Campb.  283.  (6)  1  Starkie  on  £v.  2ud  ed.  p.  328. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleat,  case  the  attestation  is  satisfactory  evidence  that  this  note 
^    was  executed  by  a  person  of  the  name  of  Francis  Mus- 
Whitbloc&b    grave.    The  difficulty  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
Mdsorotb.     defendant  is  that  Francis  MusgraveJ] 

Cur,  adv.  vuli. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  opinions  of  the  learned  Barons 
were  delivered  as  follows : — 

Baylet,  B. — There  was  a  case  of  fFhiielocke  v.  MuS" 
grove,  which  was  argued  before  us  in  the  course  of  this 
term.     It  was  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note ;  and  the 
only  question  was,  whether,  upon  the  death  of  the  sub* 
scribing  witness,  or  his  residence  abroad  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  being  proved,  evidence  of  the  hand- 
writing of  such  subscribing  witness  merely  is  sufficient  proof 
of  the  note  as  against  the  defendant?   The  only  evidence 
in  the  cause  was  that  of  one  John  Hardie;  and  he  stated 
that  the  subscribing  witness  was  gone  to  reside  in  America^ 
and  he  proved  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscribing  witness 
to  the  note ;  he  knew  nothing  at  all  about  the  defendant, 
or  about  his  circumstances  or  connections,  or  even  where 
he  lived.     Now,  the  note  was  dated  at  Reeih,  and  pur- 
ported to  be  signed  by  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Jlfii5- 
grove,  both  of  whom  were  marksmen.     The  residence  of 
the  defendant  was  not  proved ;  for  the  witness  said,  whether 
he  lived  at  Reeth,  or  whether  he  had  any  connection 
there,  he  did  not  know.    There  was  a  perfect  blank  in  the 
evidence  as  to  any  proof  to  identify  the  defendant  with  the 
party  signing  the  note;   and  the  question  therefore  is, 
whether  the  naked  evidence  of  the  hand- writing  of  the  sub- 
scribing witness  is  sufficient  to  fix  a  defendant  in  such  case? 
There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  instrument  gives  some 
description,  as  by  stating  the  residence  of  the  party,  so  as 
to  give  some  ground  for  presuming  that  a  party  proved  to 
reside  in  the  same  place  is  the  party  who  has  signed  the 
note;  and  in  many  instances  you  have  the  hand-writing  of 
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the  party,  by  which  he  may  be  identified  as  the  party  ^''\^^^'^* 
haying  signed;  but  here  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  rests  on     "■      v     "^ 
the  mere  proof  of  the    hand-writing    of  the  subscrib-    Whitelockb 
ing  witness.     Now,  what  is  the  effect  which,  with  the      Musorove. 
greatest  degree  of  latitude,  can  be  given  to  the  attestation 
of  the  subscribing  witness  ?    It  is,  that  the  facts  which  he 
has  attested  are  true.     Suppose  an  attestation  of  an  in- 
strument, which  describes  the  person  executing  it  as  A. 
JB.,  of  C,  in  the  county  of  York.    Then  the  utmost  effect 
you  can  give  to  the  attestation  is,  to  consider  it  as  estab- 
lishing that  A.  J3.,  of  C,  in  the  county  of  York,  executed 
the  instrument.     But  you  must  go  a  step  further,  and 
shew  that  the  defendant  is  A,  £.,  of  C,  in  the  county  of 
Yor^, or  in  some  manner  establish  that  he  is  the  person 
by  whom  the  note  appears  to  be  executed.    Now,  what 
does  the  subscribing  witness  in  this  particular  case  attest? 
Why,  that  this  instrument  was  duly  executed  by  a  person 
of  the  name  of  Francis  Musgrave.     There  may  be  many 
persons  of  that  name ;  and,  if  you  do  not  shew  that  the 
defendant  is  the  Francis  Mtisgrove  who  has  so  executed 
the  instrument,  you  fail  in  making  out  an  essential  part  of 
what  you  are  bound  to  prove.    It  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
subscribing  witness  merely  to  prove  that  he  saw  the  in- 
strument executed.     Suppose  that  a  subscribing  witness, 
when  called  into  the  box,  were  to  say  merely,  I  saw  the 
note  executed,  will  that  suffice  ?     He  would  be  asked,  by 
whom  did  you  see  it  executed?  If  he  were  to  say,  I  saw  it 
executed  by  a  person  who  was  called  into  the  room,  but  I 
do  not  know  whether  that  person  was  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  nonsuited  (a).     Why  ?  because  it  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  issue,  which  you  are  bound  to  prove, 
that  the  instrument  was  executed  by  the  defendant  in  the 
suit*    It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  on  principle,  that  you 
roust  give  some  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  defendant 

(a)  See  Parkint  v.  Hawktkaw,  2  Stark.  Rep.  239. 
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*«*-^^'»«»  With  the  party  who  has  signed  the  instrument    In   the 

«-     ^  '  ^     case  from  Strange^  and  the  case  before  Lord  Kenyan^ 

Wbiteloc&b    there  was,  over  and  above  the  evidence  of  the  hand-writing 

Vm 

MusoRovs.    of  the  subscribing  witness,  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the 
defendant,  by  proof  of  his  hand-writing.     I  quite  agree 
that  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  the  de- 
fendant; but,  if  you  do  not  prove  that,  you  must  prove 
something  else  to  connect  the  party  sued  with  the  instru- 
ment.    In  Nelson  v.  Whittall,  some  evidence  of  identity 
was  given.     There  are  cases  in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  the  de- 
fendant; but  I  think  that  you  must  give  some  evidence  of 
his  identity.     It  was  said  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff, 
that,  in  cases  like  the  present,  requiring  evidence  of  iden- 
tity would   impose  great  hardship  on  parties  suing;   but 
I  do   not  see  that  the  hardship  is  greater  in  this  case 
than  in  other  cases  where  you  sue  without  having  arm- 
ed yourself  with  pre  of  that  the  party  sued  is  the  per- 
son who  has  signed  the  instrument  upon  which  you  sue. 
If  the  instrument  had  shewn  upon  the  face  of  it  that  it 
was  executed  by  F,  MusgrovCf  of  Reeth^  in  the  county 
of  Yorkf  the  attestation,  according   to   the   authorities, 
would  be  evidence  of  such  being  the  case;  but  you  must 
shew  that  the  defendant  is  a  person  answering  such  de- 
scription.    If  you  intrust  a  witness  to  attest  the  execution 
by  the  party,  and  such  witness  die,  you  lose  the  advantage 
of  identifying  the  party  by  his  testimony;  but  in  most  cases 
you  can  either  shew  some  acknowledgment,  or  prove  that 
the  party,  from  his  residence  or  other  circumstances,  an- 
swers the  description  on  the  face  of  tlie  note,  or  you  can 
establish  the  identity  of  the  party  in  some  other  mode.   In 
the  absence  of  any  proof  of  this  description,  it  seems  to 
me,  upon  principle,  that  the  mere  proof  of  the  hand-writing 
of  the  subscribing  witness,  who  only  says,  by  his  attesta- 
tion, that  one  Francis  Musgrove  executed  the  note,  is 
not  suflScient  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on  this  note 
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against  the  defendant.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  ^^c^-  ^  P^^f 
this  rule  should  be  discharged.  ^^..^.^.J.^ 

Wbitelocke 

». 

Vaughan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  Lord  Musqroye. 
Lyndhurst  {a)  concurs  with  us  in  the  opinion  which  we  have 
formed  on  the  point  in  question.  There  must  be  some 
reasonable  evidence  from  which,  in  a  case  where  the 
subscribing  witness  is  dead  or  incapacitated,  the  jury  may 
infer  that  the  defendant  is  the  party  who  has  executed  the 
deed,  or  subscribed  the  note.  Whether  any  evidence, 
beyond  the  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscribing 
witness,  be  necessary,  seems  long  to  have  been  vexata 
qu€estio  in  Westminster  Hall,  The  late  Lord  Tenierden 
certainly  appears  to  have  acted  upon  the  principle  of  its 
not  being  necessary ;  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  Best  seems 
to  have  acted  on  the  same  notion.  In  most  of  the  older 
cases,  however,  there  appears  to  have  been  some  evidence 
beyond  the  mere  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witness.  In  most  of  them  there  is,  as  was  the  case  in 
Nelson  v.  Whittall,  some  slight  evidence  of  identity.  It 
has  been  pressed  upon  us,  that  all  which  the  subscribing 
witness  purports  to  attest  must  be  taken  to  be  rightly 
and  regularly  done.  Granted*  Assume  in  this  case  that 
every  thing  attested  by  the  subscribing  witness  was  rightly 
and  regularly  done,  still  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
the  plaintiff  has  made  out  that  the  defendant  is  the 
party  who  has  executed  according  to  the  attestation  of 
the  subscribing  witness.  I  was  struck  by  the  remark 
made  by  Mr.  Addison,  that  it  is  always  held  necessary  to 
prove  the  identity  of  the  party  in  the  case  of  marriage, 
and  in  the  case  of  a  previous  conviction.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  some  evidence  of  identity  is  necessary,  in 

(a)  Lord  Lyndhurst  vm  present  his  Lordship  observed,  that  it  ap- 

wben  the  rnle  ntf  i  was  moved  for,  on  peared  to  him  that  it  would  be  very 

which  occasion  all  the  authorities  extraordinary  if  some  evidence 

were  brought  before  the  Court;  and  of  identity  were  not  necessary. 
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Exek.  ^  Pleat,  addition  to  the  proof  of  the  band-writing  of  the  subscrib- 
^    ing  witness,  and  consequently  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
Whitelocke    charged. 

V. 
MUBOROVB. 

BoLLAND,  B.^I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  that 
it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  some  evidence  to 
connect  the  defendant  with  the  party  signing  the  note.  It 
is  a  question  as  to  which  eminent  Judges  have  certainly 
entertained  different  opinions.  It  seems  clear  from  the 
case  of  Waliis  v.  Detancey^  that  Lord  Kenyon  was  of  opin^ 
ion  that  such  evidence  was  necessary;  and  it  is  clear  that 
Lord  EUenborough  had  not  made  up  his  mind  upon  the 
subject,  because  in  Nelson  y,  WhiiiaUt  he  did  not  take 
upon  himself  to  say  what  would  be  the  case  if  no  evidence 
of  identity  had  been  given.  The  opinion  of  Lord  Tenter- 
den  was  certainly  invariably  the  other  way;  and  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Best  acted  on  the  same  view  of  the  subject 
as  Lord  Tenterden.  The  earlier  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Mil' 
ner  do  not  appeac  to  me  to  apply,  because,  in  almost  all  these 
cases,  the  struggle  was  not  as  to  the  connecting  the  party, 
but  whether  the  instrument  could  be  read  in  the  absence 
of  the  subscribing  witness.  That,  however,  was  not  the 
case  in  Waliis  v.  Delancey;  and  from  that  case  it  is  clear, 
that  Lord  Kenyon  required  evidence  to  connect  the  de- 
fendant with  the  party  appearing  to  have  executed  the 
note.  I  agree  that  such  evidence  is  necessary,  and  conse- 
quently am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  have  often  considered  this  subject ;  and 
I  adhere  to  the  opinion  which  I  have  formerly  adopted, 
that,  besides  the  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witness,  there  must  be  some  evidence  to  shew  the 
idenlity  of  the  party  sued  with  the  party  who  has  signed 
the  instrument. 

Rule  discharged. 
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The  Court  afterwards,  upon  the  application  of  Milnerj  Exek.  of  Pkas, 

ordered  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered  instead  of  a  verdict  for  ^ 

the  defendant ;  and  the  plaintiff  brought  a  new  action,  Waitblockb 

which  was  tried  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  musoroyb. 
and  in  which  he  proved  the  identity  of  the  defendant  with 
the  party  who  signed  the  note,  and  recovered  a  verdict. 


Burt  and  others.  Assignees,  &c.,  v.  Moult. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  One  of  two 

as  assignees  of  Dawson  and  Kerr^  bankrupts,  against  the  ^mmi^ng  an 

defendant,  to  recover  a  bank-post  bill  for  200/.,  and  10*.  JJ' "jf^J^^™?*; 

in  money.  *  \MnV.  post-bill 

.  .         and  tome  silver 

Thejirst  count  of  the  declaration  was  upon  a  possession  to  the  agent  of 
and  conversion  before  the  bankruptcy;  the  ^econrfcount  upon  Su  drjrchangj, 
a  possession  before,  and  a  conversion  after  the  bankruptcy;  accepted  by  the 

•     •        partners,  and 

and  the  Mtrcf  count  upon  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs  which  was  just 

,  .       •     ^1     •    ^«  A  ^  At-     1.  •  1     about  to  become 

as  assignees,  and  a  conversion  m  their  tune.  At  the  trial,  due,  for  the  pur- 
at  the  Lancaster  Summer  Assizes,  1832,  before  Parie,  J.,  JJ^.^^h'^bur^' 
a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  200/.  and  10^.,  Such  handing 

over  was  found 

subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  upon  a  case  which  to  be  a  fraudu- 
stated  the  following  facts— The  bankrupts,  Dawson  and  i'„"d\^o  have""*' 
Kerry  carried  on  business  in  partnership,  at  Manchester ^  *»f «?  >"*  ^^' 

'  .  .      plation  of  bank- 

as  Nankeen  manufacturers,  for  several  years  prior  to  their  mptcy.  On  the 

bankruptcy;  they  had  a  servant  named  Newman^  who  re-  fe^houn  laler^ 
sided  formerly  in  London,  upon  whom  they  were  in  the  ^^/^*  Jj^®  ®^ 
habit  of  drawing  bills,  and  of  afterwards  remitting  to  him,  the  note  and 

_  .1.A  i.t  money,the  Other 

for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  and  paying  the  same,  partner  commit- 
For  several  months  previously  to  their  bankruptcy,  Dawson  ^^^^^^^l^ 
and  Kerr,  who  were  then  in  insolvent  circumstances,  found  Held,  that  the 

act  of  the  partner 
who  had  com- 
mitted  the  act 

of  bankruptcy  before  he  handed  over  tlie  property  was  not  binding,  and  that  the  assignees  of 

the  two  partners  might  recover  the  value  of  the  property. 
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Exch,  of  PUas,  the  greatest  difficulty  in  providing  for  the  bills  drawn  by 
^     them  upon  Netoman,  and  were  obliged  to  borrow  bills  and 
BuET         money  from  their  friends  in  Manchester,  to  enable  them 
Moc/lt.        ^o  ^o  so*     ^^  July,  1831 9  many  of  those  bills  accepted  by 
iVefi;i7ian,  amounting  to  1365/.}  were  returned  to  the  indors- 
ers  in  Manchester  dishonoured ;  one  as  early  as  the  13th 
or  14th  of  that  month ;  and  others  on  the  27tb,  28th,  and 
29th  of  the  same  month ;  none  of  which  were  paid  or  taken 
up  by  the  bankrupts,  excepting  one  bill  for  70/.,  which 
had  been  returned  unpaid  on  the  13th  or  14th.     On  the 
1st  oi  August,  1831,  and  on  other  days  during  that  month, 
twelve  bills  drawn  by  Dawson  and  JiTerr  upon  and  accepted 
hy Newman,  amounting  to  937/.,  were  returned  dishonoured, 
none  of  which  were  afterwards  taken  up  or  paid  by  Dawson 
and  Kerr.  There  were  thirteen  bills,  amountingto  1939/., 
due  in  September,  and  seventeen  other  bills,  amounting  U> 
1792/.,  due  in  October  in  the  said  year,  all  drawn  by  Dawson 
and  Kerr  on  and  accepted  by  Newman,  then  running,  and 
which  they  had  no  means  or  likelihood  of  paying,  and 
none  of  which  were  in  fact  afterwards  paid  either  by  New- 
man, or  Dawson  and  Kerr.    Kerr  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  the  29th  of  July,  1831;  after  which  day 
no  bills  were  paid  by  the  bankrupts.     Dawson  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  at  10  o'clock  at  night  of  the  Ist  of 
August,  1831.     About  two  months  previously  to  this, 
Dawson  and  Ken*  accepted  a  bill  for  200/.,  drawn  by 
William  Moult,  of  Philadelphia,  brother  to  the  defendant, 
and  for  whom  the  defendant  was  agent  in  this  country; 
this  bill  was  accepted  for  value,  and  became  due  and  pay- 
able on  the  3rd  of  August,  1831.     On  the  morning  of  the 
1st  of  August,  1831,  Kerr,  (one  of  the  bankrupto),  who 
was  on  terms  of  intimate  private  acquaintance  with  the 
defendant,  gave  to  the  defendant  as  agent  for  his  brother 
in  Philadelphia,  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference  of  hi« 
said  brother,  and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  a  post- 
bill  of  the  Bank  of  England  for  200/.  and  10^.,  the  joint 
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property  of  the  bankrupts;   and,  before  2  o'clock  on  the  ^'^^*'^/ ^''«'*» 
same  day,  the  defendant  paid  the  said  bank  post-bill  into     v.,..^.^....^ 
the  bank  of  Messrs.  Scholes,  Fellow,  A  Co.  of  Manchester,        Burt 
to  provide  for  the  said  bill  which  was  payable  in  London  :       Moult. 
he  told  the  said  bankers  that  he  brought  the  money  to  take 
up  the  bill  for  the  honour  of  his  brother,  to  prevent  it 
going  back  to  America,  but  did  not  say  when  the  same 
would  be  returned,  nor  did  he  make  any  mention  of  Daw- 
son or  Kerr,     According  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
the  bankers  were  not  bound  to  apply  the  specific  bank 
post-bill,  received  by  them  from  the  defendant,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  bill  on  Dawson  and  Kerr;  but  it  became 
the  property  of  the  bankers  when  delivered  to  them,  and 
they  thereupon  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  defendant 
to  pay  the  bill  in  London  in  such  way  as  they  might  think 
fit.       On  the  following  day,  the  Snd  of  August,  the 
bankrupts  being  arrested  at  the  suit  of  one  of  the  creditors, 
the  defendant  became  bail  for  them. 

The  following  were  the  points  marked  for  argument: — 
For  the  plaintiffs,  First,  That  the  conversion  in  this  case 
was  by  the  payment  of  the  bill  by  Scholes  ^  Co,,  as  agents 
for  the  defendant,  and  this.being  after  acts  of  bankruptcy  by 
both  bankrupts,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 
Secondly,  Supposing  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  payment  of  the  bank-notes  in  question  to  Scholes  ^' 
Co.  was  a  conversion,  still  that  the  defendant  was  liable, 
notwithstanding  such  payment  took  place  before  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  by  one  of  the  bankrupts  ;  because  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  bank-notes  to  the  payment  of  the  bank- 
rupts* acceptance,  being  a  fraudulent  preference,  was  void ; 
and  then  the  transaction  in  law  amounted  to  nothing  more 
than  a  mere  bailment,  in  which  case  the  plaintiffs  as  as- 
signees could  maintain  this  action,  whether  the  conversion 
were  before  or  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  bankrupts. 

For  the  defendant.  That  the  action  was  not  maintainable, 

VOL.    u  N    N 
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^^^\Kf^^^'  because  only  one  of  the  bankrupts  had  committed  an  act 
^     ^     ^     of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  the  post-bill  and  the  10^.  were 
Burt         delivered  to  the  defendant^  and  because  the  defendant  was 
Moult.       a  mere  agent  to  carry  them  to  the  bank  at  Manchester. 

Arehboldt  for  the  plaintifFs,  was  stopped  by  the  Court* 

Wightman  for  th6  defendant. — The  defendants  are  in- 
nocent parties :  it  was  the  duty  of  Kerr  and  Dawson  to 
make  provision  for  their  acceptance;  tod  the  delivery  of 
the  bank-bill  and  \0s.  for  that  purpose  was  good  against 
the  partner  who  was  then  solventi  and  his  assignees.  At 
the  time  of  the  conversion,  dne  only  of  the  partners  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Suppose  that  the  other 
partner  had  never  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy^  this 
action  could  not  have  been  maintained.  The  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  him  however  was  subsequent  to  the  conversion. 
There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Dawson^  who  had  committed 
no  act  of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the 
bank-bill  and  10«.,  ever  dissented  from  the  appropriation  by 
Kerr;  and^  if  Dawson  V9as  bound  by  that  delivery^  the 
assignees  of  Kerr  could  not  sue  the  creditor  who  received 
the  bank-bill  and  lOs.  Smith  v.  Oriel  (a). — [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  C.  B.  The  assignees  who  represent  Dawson  do  con- 
test it] — It  is  said  that  the  bankruptcy  operated  as  a  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership,  and  divested  the  right  of  the 
bankrupt  partner  to  dispose  of  the  partnership  assets ;  but 
suppose  that,  on  a  secret  dissolution  of  partnership,  one  of 
the  partners  pays  a  partnership  debt  with  partnership  effects, 
it  could  hardly  be  contended  that  such  payment  could  be 
considered  invalid  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  partnership 
innocently  receiving  such  effects.  The  delivery  here  was 
good  as  against  the  solvent  partner. — [Lord  Lyndhurst, 
C.  B. — How  could  it  be  good,  when  it  is  found  in  the  case 

(a)  I  East,  368. 
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to  have  been  a  fraudulenl  preference^  and  in  contemplation  Exch.  of  Pieai, 
of  bankruptcy  ?  is  it  not  Toid  as  a  fraud,  and  can  it  pass  any  ^ 

property  ?  Any  act  not  bondjide  done  by  a  partner  aftercom-  bcrt 
mitting  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  a  nullity,  and  can  pass  no  moult. 
property.  The  only  partner  who  acted  in  the  transaction  is 
found  by  the  case  to  have  acted  fraudulently.] — [Bayleyfi. 
If  one  of  several  partners  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
though  it  will  not  prevent  the  solvent  partner  from  diispos- 
ing  of  partnership  property  bond  fide  for  partnership  debts, 
yet  it  is  a  disscdution  of  partnership  as  between  the  sol- 
vent and  bankrupt  partners,  and  no  disposition  of  partner- 
ship property  by  the  bankrupt  partner  can  be  binding. 
That  was  decided  in  Thomasan  v.  Frere  (a).  In  the  pre- 
sent case  Dawson  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  the  property, 
but  Kerr  had  no  right  to  dispose  of  any  partnerahip  pro- 
perty.] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B, — Thcmason  v.  Frere  governs 
the  present  case.  One  of  two  partners  who  has  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  hands  over  part  of  the  partnership 
property,  and  that  is  found  to  have  been  done  by  way  of 
fraudulent  preference.  The  other  partner  a  few  hours 
after  the  transaction  commits  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
his  assignees  contest  the  transaction.  Thomason  v.  Frere 
decides  that  the  bankrupt  partner  in  such  case  cannot 
bind  the  property  either  of  his  assignees  or  of  the  solvent 
partner,  and  I  thiiJc  that  the  present  case  ranges  itself 
under  that  decision. 

Baylby,  B. — I  take  the  rule  to  be  clear,  that,  where  one 
of  two  partoeM  commits  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  he,  as 
between  himself  and  the  other  partner,  has  no  power  to 
dispose  of  the  partnership  property,  and  that  every  such 
dispontion  as  between  him  and  the  other  partner  is  void. 

(«)  10  East,  418. 
N  N  2 
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Burt 

V. 

Moult. 


Bxek.  of  Pleas,  In  the  conimon  transactions  of  a  partnership,  an  agency  is 

implied  from  the  relation  between  the  partners ;  and  one 
partner  binds  another  as  to  the  partnership  property,  by 
reason  of  such  agency:  but  bankruptcy  puts  an  end  to  such 
agency.  The  property  vests  in  the  solvent  partner,  and 
the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  partner;  and  here  Dawson 
bad  a  right  to  choose  whether  he  would  pay  particular 
creditors  or  not,  and  no  stranger  (and  Kerr  was  after  his 
bankruptcy  a  stranger)  had  a  right  to  interfere  and  say 
you  shall  pay  a  specific  debt.  It  does  not  appear  that 
Dawson  ever  concurred.  If  he  had  ratified  the  act  of  the 
bankrupt  partner  whilst  it  was  competent  for  him  to  do 
so,  the  case  would  have  assumed  a  very  different  aspect; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  knew  of  the  transaction,  it 
was  clearly  a  wrongful  act;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
assignees  of  Kerr  and  Dawson  have  a  right  to  consider 
the  money  and  note  as  their  property,  and  consequently 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover. 


YAUfiHANj  B. — I  was  counsel  in  the  case  of  Thomason^. 
FrerCi  in  which  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  the 
two  partners  who  had  committed  acts  of  bankruptcy  could 
not,  by  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  belonging  to 
the  partnership,  bind  their  own  assignees  or  the  partner 
who  had  remained  solvent.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pre* 
sent  case  falls  within  the  principle  of  Thomasan  v.  Frere^ 
and  that  no  property  passed  by  the  act  of  Kerr  after  he 
had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court. 
Kerr  after  he  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  could 
not  transfer  the  property,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
Dawson  aaaented. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiffs* 
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Exek.  9f  Pleat, 


Cox  V.  TULLOCK. 


1833. 


jfC.  V.  RICHARDSohiamed  a  rule  to  set  aside  process  A  defendant 
which  had  been  irregularly  served  in  Surrey  instead  of  Mid-  uHy  served  with 
dlesex.     It  appeared,  on  cause  being  shewn  by   Ball^  fiTii^v^tion- 
that  the  process  had  been  senred  early  in  the  vacation  — flitW,  that  he 
before  this  term,  so  that  application  might  have  been  made  untu  iheensu- 
before  a  Judge  at  chambers  in  the  vacation.    The  Court  ^'^nd'^to 
expressed  a  strong  opinion  that  the  plaintiflT  in  such  case  *»▼«•??>'«**»» 

^  r  .  .  the  ▼acation  to 

was  bound  to  take  immediate  steps  by  going  before  a  aJudgeatcham- 
Judge  at  chambers  in  the  vacation ;  but  they  said,  that,  as  ed  to  take  ad- 
it was  a  point  affecting  the  practice  of  all  the  Courts,  they  j™**^rU  I***" 

would  apply  to  the  other  Judges. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Bayley,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
party  ought  not  to  have  applied  to  a  Judge  at  chambers  in 
the  vacation,  or  whether  he  was  at  liberty  to  wait  until 
terra.  We  all  agree  that  he  was  bound  to  have  applied 
to  a  Judge  at  chambers.  I  have  consulted  the  Judges  of 
the  other  Courts,  and  they  all  agree  with  us  in  the  opinion  I 
am  now  delivering.  The  short  reason  is,  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  now  a  right  in  the  vacation  to  be  going  on  with  the 
cause. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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Exch,  of  PleaSf 
1833. 

v,^..^.^^  Ward  f>.  ThomaSi  Executor,  &c. 

Where  a  plain-  ThE  plainUff  in  tbis  case  at  the  last  assises  obtoined 

tm,who  was  en-  ^ 

titled  to  judg.  a  verdict  against  the  defendant,  which  entitled  him  to 

defendant  exe-  judgment  de  boiiis  testatoTUj  et  si  non,  &c.,  and  the  learned 
M^'^^^]  Judge  before  whom  the  case  was  tried  having  certified  for 

&C.,  tookjudg.  immediate  execution,  the  plaintiflT  sifimed  jadfirment  and 

ment  and  issued  ,  .i«,t,  JO 

execution  for  took  out  cxecution  for  debt  and  costs  de  bams  proprtM. 

debt  and  costs 
de  bonis propriitf 

the  Court  set  John  JervU  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  execution 

aside  the  Judg- 
ment and  exe-  as  irregular,  which  the  Courts  after  hearing  Wighiman  for 

eution  on  mo-  ^*         i   •   ^«  a>  i 

Uon.  the  plamtiff,  made 

Absolute  with  costs. 


Erle  V,  Wynne. 
A  defendant,       X  HE  defendant  having  been  arrested  for  a  larger  sum 

who  is  arrested      ,  ,  ,  .  r       • 

for  a  Urger  sum  than  that  wbich  was  recovered  against  him,  John  Jetvts 
ed  a^nThlm  ~  obtained  a  rule  for  costs  under  43  Geo.  8,  c.  46,  s.  3. 

is  entitled  to 
costs  under  stat, 

43  Geo.  8,  c.  CotHngham  shewed  cause«  and  contended  that  the  rule 

be  no  reason-     must  be  discharged,  because  the  circumstances  disclosed 
S^Mc^fJJ'S'e  ""^  "*  ^^^  affidavits  shewed  clearly  that  the  arrest  had  not  been 

arrest,  though      malicioUS* 
the  anest  is  not 
shewn  to  have 

een  m  cious.  Bayley,  B. — The  doctrinc,  that  it  is  necessary,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  to  make  out  malice,  has  been  overruled 
over  and  over  again.  We  now  decide  upon  the  words 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  consider  whether  there  be 
'^  reasonable  or  probable  cause." 

Rule  absolute* 
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Ezch,  of  Pkas, 
\S33, 

Trew  V.  Burton.  ^■— *y— ^ 

XHIS  cause  was  referred  to  two  arbitrators,*  IV.  C.  and  An  award  by  an 
F.  S.,  who  were  to  nominate  an  umpire  before  th^y  pro-  "/^ated  by"a 
ceeded  in  the  arbitration.     They  accordingly  appointed  mistake  in  the 
an  umpire,  who,  on  their  subsequently  disagreeing,  made  award,  in  the 
his  umpirage,  in  the  recital  of  which,  by  mistake,  he  stated  ofoneoftheori- 
that  rr.  C.  and  Tho^.  &,  instead  of  F.  &,  had  appointed  ^^^^^^'l^^T 
him  umpire.     The  umpire,  on  the  mistake  being  dis-  pointed  the  um- 

pire. 

covered,  offered  to  republish  his  award.     Subsequently      Such  mistake 

to  the  publication  of  the  award  it  had  been  altered,  but  ^^i^  an"idtera-^ 

not  by  either  of  the  parties,  by  striking  out  th^  name  ^o'^^made  by  a 

Tho0.  and  substituting  F.  in  the  recital     Humphrey  had  quentiy  to  the 

,  publication  of 

obtained  fi  rule  for  an  attachment  for  not  perforining  the  the  award,  by 
award,  and  Plait  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  ^rong  anrinl*^ 
award.     On  both  rules  coming  on  together  it  was  ob-  •frt»ng  the  right 

^  ^  Christian  name, 

jected  by  Plait  that  it  did  not  appear  on  the  affidavits  does  not  vitute 
when  the  umpirage  was  made,  or  whether  it  was  made  leaveru  in  the 
within  the  time  limited ;  but,  upon  inspection,  by  the  Court,  JJJl^ii^f^'Jugh 
of  the  affidavit  of  the  execution,  it  appeared  from  the  aiteraUon. 
jurat  that  the  affidavit  of  execution  was  sworn  before  th^  davit  for  an  ac- 
expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  making  the  umpirage.  not*performhig 
[Per  BayleUt  B. — It  must  appear  th^it  the  umpirage  was  »«  a^a'd  was 

^  ^     *^  i.-i..t  *o  defective,  m  not 

made  within  the  limited  time;  but  in  the  present  case  that  shewing  that 
fact  quffiqiently  appears  from  (he  jurat,]  pubSrhed  bifore 

the  authority  of 
the  umpire  ex- 

Humphrey,  in  support  of  the  award,  was  stopped  by  the  pired:— //eA^, 

Court.  cientifitappear- 

ed  from  thej«-, 
rat  that  the  affi-' 

Plait y  con/rd.— This  award  cannot  be  supported.    The  davit  of  execu- 

,  ,  ''on  by  the  um- 

umpire  professes  to  proceed  under  an  authority  derived  pire  was  swom 
from  fV*  C.  and  Tho9,  S.,  whereas,  in  fact,  the  reference  expired.  *    *"^ 
was  to   IV.  C.  and  iP.  S.    He  appears,  therefore,  to  be 
acting  under  a  different  authority  from  that  with  which  he 
could  be  clothed  under  this  reference. 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,      Besides^  the  alteration  of  this  instrument  in  a  part  so 

1R33 

material  as  the  party  from  whom  the  umpire  derived  his 
authority  vitiates  the  award. 

Bayley^  B. — I  think  that  the  rule  for  the  attachment 
ought  to  be  made  absolute,  and  that  the  rule  for  setting 
aside  the  award  ought  to  be  discharged.     The  cause  was 
referred  to  two  persons  of  the  name  of  fV.  C  and  F,  S., 
with  a  direction  that  they,  before  they  proceeded  on  the 
arbitration,  should  nominate  an  umpire  to  decide  in  case 
of  their  not  being  able  to  agree ;  and  it  is  ascertained  that, 
in  point  of  fact,  W^  C  and  F.  S.  did^  before  they  pro- 
ceeded, duly  nominate  the  person  who   has    made   this 
award  as  umpire.    There  is,  therefore,  a  good  nomination 
of  the  umpire,  who  is  clothed  with  the  authority  which 
the  two  arbitrators  were  empowered  to  give.     He  does 
act  accordingly,  and  makes  his  umpirage;  but,  in  making  it, 
he  describes  his  authority,  not  as  delegated  to  him  by 
W.  C.  and  by  F.  5.,  but  as  delegated  to  him  by  fV.  C.  and 
Tho9.  S.    Now,  there  was  no  reference  to    W»  C  and 
Thos.  S.,  and  W.  C.  and  TAos.  S.  never  delegated  any 
authority  to  the  umpire,  but  his  authority  was  derived  from 
IV.  C.  and  F,  S. ;  in  framing  his  award,  however,  he  describes 
ff^.  C  and   Thos.  5.  as  the  persons  to  whom  the  cause 
was   originally  referred,   and  who  had    appointed    him 
as  umpire,  and  then  he  proceeds  and  makes  his  award 
conformably    with    his   power.      The  question   then  is, 
whether  this  mistake  in  the  recital  vitiates  the  award  ?    It 
was  not  necessary  to  make  any  recital.    If,  instead  of  hav- 
ing the  award  drawn  up  in  a  formal  manner,  be  had  merely 
said  I  do  make  my  award  and  umpirage,  and  I  direct,  &c. 
&c.|  there  is  no  doubt  that,  without  any  recital,  this  award 
would  have  been  perfectly  valid ;  and,  in  declaring  on  such 
award,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  any  recital  by  the  um- 
pire in  his  award,  but  it  would  be  quite  sufficient  to  shew 
that  the  parties  referred  the  cause  to  W.  C.  andF.  &,  with 
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a  direction  to  nominate  an  umpire;  that  W^  C  and  jP.  S.  EjccH,  of  PUat, 
accordingly  nominated  the  umpire,  and  that  he  made  his 
umpirage  without  shewing  any  recital  in  the  umpirage.  I^ 
therefore,  do  not  think  that  this  mistake  in  the  reci- 
tal would  justify  the  Court  in  setting  aside  the  award. 
It  has  been  argued  that  the  alteration  vitiates  the 
award.  Now,  if  such  alteration  had  been  made  in  any 
material  part,  I  agree  that  it  would  have  been  fatal;  but  it 
being  in  a  part  which  I  think,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
given,  to  be  immaterial,  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  altera- 
tion by  a  stranger  leaves  the  award  in  the  state  in  which  it 
was  before  the  alteration. 

There  was  a  defect  in  the  affidavit  for  the  attach- 
ment, which  does  not  state  on  what  day  the  award  was 
published ;  and,  if  there  were  nothing  from  which  th  e 
Court  could  collect  that  it  was  published  before  the 
day  when  the  power  of  the  umpire  expired,  I  should 
have  thought  that  we  could  not  make  the  rule  for  the 
attachment  absolute:  but  it  turns  out  from  the  inspec- 
tion of  the  jurat  that  the  affidavit  of  the  execution  of 
the  award  by  the  umpire  was  sworn  before  that  day.  That 
is  an  answer  to  this  objection;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
rule  for  the  attachment  should  be  made  absolute,  and  the 
rule  for  setting  aside  the  award  should  be  discharged. 

Vauohan,  B, — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  recital 
is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  award,  which  might  have 
been  framed  so  as  to  be  perfectly  good  without  any  recital 
at  all.  If  not  a  necessary  part  of  the  award,  it  may  be 
rejected. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  entertained  considerable  doubts  during 
the  earlier  part  of  this  discussion,  but  I  now  think,  on  the 
grounds  stated  by  my  brothers  who  have  preceded  me, 
that  we  ought  to  support  this  award. 

GuRNEY,  B. — The  reference  was  good;  it  was  to  W.  C 
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^^\^/*^*  and  F.  S.    The  appointment  of  the  umpire  was  good;  it 

was  by  IV,  C.  and  F.  S»  The  award  was  according  to  the 
power,  but  there  was  a  misrecital  in  the  Christian  name  of 
one  of  the  original  arbitrators.  Now,  in  a  declaration  on 
the  award,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  set  out  any  recital 
by  the  umpire  of  his  appointment,  but  it  would  be  sufficient 
to  aver  the  fact.  This  recital,  therefore,  is  not  a  material 
part  of  the  award,  and  consequently  the  mistake  will  not 
avoid  it. 

The  rule  for  setting  aside  the  award  dis- 
charged; and  the  rule  for  the  attachment 
absolute,  without  costs  on  either  motion. 


A  priioner  on 
metne  prooeis 
discharged  on 
a  condition  af- 
terwards broken 
may  be  arrested 
a  second  time 
without  a 
Judge's  order. 


Cantellow  V.  Freeman. 

X  HE  defendant  had  been  arrested  on  mesne  process,  on 
the  SOth  of  February  last.  On  representing  that  a  friend 
at  Cheltenham  had  agreed  to  give  his  acceptance  for  the 
debt  and  costs,  and  on  giving  an  undertaking  that  be 
would  obtain  such  acceptance  forthwith,  the  defendant 
was  discharged  on  the  24th  February:  on  the  9th  of  April, 
the  defendant,  not  having  obtained  the  acceptance  agreed 
upon,  w&s  again  arrested  on  a  fresh  capias  without  a  fresh 
affidavit  to  hold  to  bail.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained 
to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody — 


W.  H,  Watson  shewed  cause. — The  case  otPuclrford  v. 
Maxwell  (a),  and  an  anonymous  case,  1  Chit,  Rep*  ^4,  n*, 
are  express  authorities  that,  the  defendant  not  having  per- 
formed the  condition  on  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  his 
discharge,  the  second  arrest  was  not  vexatious.  And  this 
is  not  a  case  where  a  Judge's  order  was  necessary  to  en- 


(a)  6  T.  R.  52. 
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able  the  plaintiff  to  arrest  the  defendant  a  second  time  ^^^'^^f*^* 
within  the  rule  of   Court,  Hil.  2    Will.  4,   r.  7,   this    ^      ^  '  ^ 
neither  being  a  nonsuit,  a  nonpros,  nor  a  discontinuance :    Cantellow 

Vm 

and  the  reason  for  the  distinction  between  a^second  arrest  frbimam. 
in  those  cases  and  the  present  is  obyious;  for,  in  each  of 
those  cases  the  necessity  for  a  second  arrest  is  owing  to 
the  laches  of  the  plaintiff  in  misconceiving  bis  form  of  ac- 
tion :  in  the  present,  the  default  is  in  the  defendant  him- 
self. 

Archbold,  contrh. — The  cases  cited  certainly  shew 
that  the  second  arrest  in  this  case  was  not  vexatious;  but 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  obtain  a  Judge's  order  before 
he  could  arrest  the  defendant  a  second  time  for  the  same 
cause.  This  case  is  within  the  spirit  of  the  rule  of  Court, 
which  was  to  prevent  defendants  being  harassed  by  second 
arrests.  Although  this  is  not  a  nonpros,  or  a  nonsuit,  it 
is  substantially  a  discontinuance  within  the  meaning  of 
that  rule* 

BayleYi  B. — This  rule  must  be  discharged.  The  de- 
fendant was  discharged  out  of  custody  on  the  faith  of  his 
obtaining  an  acceptance,  which  was  not  done ;  and,  on  the 
faith  of  his  representations  that  he  could  obtain  that  ac- 
ceptance, the  truth  of  which  representations  he  has  not 
now  asserted.  I  therefore  think  the  plaintiff  was  justified 
in  arresting  him  a  second  time.  The  rule  of  Court  neither 
extends,  nor  was  meant  to  extend,  to  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent. There  has  not  been  a  discontinuance  in  this  case ; 
the  capias  issued  on  the  affidavit  originally  filed. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rjule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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Ezch.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 


ReID  V.   FURNIYAL. 


A  bill  of  ex-       Assumpsit  on  a  bin  or  exchange,  dated  the  34th 

change  for  3001.    _. 

being  gent  to  A.  December ,  1830 ^  drawn  by  one  Retemeyer  on  and  ac- 
TOifnted  abank-  ^^P*®^  by  the  defendant  for  300/1,  payable  three  months 
ingcompanyad-  after  date  to  the  drawer's  order.    At  the  trial  before  Lord 

vanced  100/.  on 

the  bill  upon  A.  Lt/ndhursi,  C.  B.,  at  the  adjourned  sittings  in  London  after 
plmyhisg^uanm-  ^^  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  had  been  in- 
mount  w*ad-  ^^''^ed  by  the  drawer,  and  also  by  persons  named  Mac- 
vanced.  A.  had  kenzic  and  Macgregor. 

no  other  Interest        TiLJi«  i  •<•  ii--ii» 

in  the  biii:^         tox  the  defence,  a  letter  was  put  m  from  the  plamtili  io 

WW     m%       m 

tion  brought'by  ^^^  defendant's  attorney,  containing  the  following  passages: 
A.  on  the  biU,     «  AH  I  knew  about  the  matter  was,  that  Mr.  Furnivars 

that  he  waa  en-      ,-.    -  .  . 

titled  to  recover  bill  for  300/.  was  sent  to  me  by  a  particular  friend  in 
mount,  and  not  London^  requesting  that  I  might  get  it  discounted ;  which, 
mounfforwhich  **  '  happened  to  know  some  of  the  parties  whose  names 
he  gave  his        were  attached  to  the  bill,  I  complied  with,  from  a  wish  to 

guarantee. 

accommodate  my  friend.  It  was  accordingly  handed  over 
to  the  British  Linen  Company's  bank  here,  by  whom  it 
was  discounted  at  my  request;  but,  as  the  whole  amount 
of  the  bill  was  not  at  the  time  required,  the  sum  of  100/. 
only  has  as  yet  been  advanced  upon  it,  and  remitted  to  my 
friend,  200/.  being  withheld  in  consequence  of  the  bill 
having  been  dishonoured. 

'*  The  only  satisfactory  reply  which  I  received  on  the 
subject  was,  that  Mr.  Fumival^  the  acceptor,  was  a  re- 
sponsible person ;  consequently,  for  my  own  better  security, 
I  had  determined  in  the  first  instance  to  institute  legal 
proceedings  against  him,  as  I  had  no  advantage  directly 
or  indirectly  from  the  transaction,  but,  on  the  contrary,  I 
am  held  answerable  to  the  bank  for  the  amount  advanced 
on  it  on  my  guarantee. 

''  In  the  full  hope,  however,  that  the  explanation  I  have 
now  given  will  at  once  induce  you  or  your  client  to  re- 
imburse me,  at  least  in  the  amount  already  advanced  on  the 
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bill,  VIZ.  100/.,  and  ZLlsA  Id.  already  incurred  for  expenses  ^^\KJ^^"* 
and  interest,  from  27th  June  to  4th  September  next,  ftc.** 
Carringion,  for  the  defendant,  submitted,  first,  that  he 
had  no  right  of  action,  as  he  had  not  discounted  the  bill, 
but  had  merely  carried  it  to  the  British  Linen  Company 
as  the  agent  of  others ;  and  that  even  if  it  could  be  con« 
sidered  that,  from  his  having  given  a  guarantee,  he  had  an 
interest  in  the  bill,  still  it  would  only  entitle  him  to  a  ver- 
dict to  the  amount  of  his  guarantee.  The  learned  Chief 
Baron  overruled  the  objection,  observing  that  the  plaintiff 
had  a  right  to  sue  on  this  bill  by  reason  of  his  liability  on 
the  guarantee  for  the  amount  advanced ;  and  that,  as  he 
had  a  right  to  sue,  he  might  recover  the  whole  amount, 
though  he  would  be  only  a  trustee  for  others  for  all  above 
the  amount  of  his  own  claim,  and  be  bound  to  pay  the  re- 
sidue to  the  person  from  whom  he  received  the  bill.  A 
verdict  having  passed  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole 
amount  and  expenses^ 

Carringion  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  or  that  the  da- 
mages might  be  reduced  to  102/.  Is.  lid.;  and  contended 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  recover  more  than  the 
amoynt  that  had  been  advanced  on  his  guarantee  on  the 
bill. 

Sed,  per  Bayley,  B. — Somebody  else  may  have  a 
demand  fpr  200/. ;  but  there  cannot  be  two  actions  on  one 
note.  As  soon  as  the  plaintiff  recovers  the  whole  amount, 
he  becomes  a  trustee  for  the  person  entitled  to  the  remain- 
der of  the  money,  after  deducting  the  amount  that  he  has 
advanced.  I  think  there  is  a  decision  bearing  on  this 
point,  to  that  effect,  in  2  Wilson,  262,  Johnson  v.  Kennion. 

Rule  refused. 
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Btek.  of  Pletu, 
1838. 

^  Jones  p.  Cuff. 

A.,haTiiiggoods  -L  HIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  for  a  gold  watcb,  seal, 
klJ^rd'eUT^  chain,  and  other  articles,  to  which  the  defendant  had 
the  dupUcate  to  pleaded  the  general  issue.  At  the  trial,  before  Taumt<m,J.9 

B*  to  take  tbeiD 

out  of  pledge;  at  the  last  spring  assiaes  for  the  county  of  StUop^  it  ap- 
aoco!^iDgi7,and  peared  that  the  plaintiff  had  pawned  the  articles  in  ques- 
d"^  ^n^ih"**""'  *'^"  ^^  *  person  of  the  name  of  Chapman,  a  pawnbroker 
Oq  a.  fending  at  Manchester ^  in  the  month  of  September,  1828 ;  and  that, 
goodi,B.8aidhe  in  Juljf,  1829,  the  plaintiff  delivered  the  duplicate  to  the 
fhem!aJr«-  defendant  to  take  the  articles  out  of  pawn,  which  the 
fused  to  tell        defendant  aocordinirly  did,  and  paid  the  sum  of  1 1/.  17«.  4fd., 

who  had 

them:— Held,  being  the  amount  for  which  they  were  pledged,  together 
to^eooyeMbe  '  ^^^^  interest;  but  it  did  not  appear  in  evidence  how  or 
fd^'  ri^h^'  ^P^"  what  terms  the  duplicate  had  been  delivered  by  the 
insist  on  a  ten-  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  It  further  appeared,  that,  on 
n^  he  hadadl  the  9th  of  November,  1832,  a  demand  of  the  articles  was 
Ih^m  ou?o?'  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  by  a  person  named 
frfedge.  Wycherley;  when  the  defendant  said,  he  had  not  got  them, 

but  that  he  had  had  the  duplicate  from  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
deem them,  and  admitted  that  the  watch  had  been  once 
in  his  possession.  The  defendant  refused  to  tell  who  had 
them.  The  witness  who  made  the  demand  told  the  de- 
fendant that  Mr.  Jones  would  allow  him,  in  account,  any 
sum  he  might  have  paid  to  redeem  the  goods.  No  money 
was  tendered.  * 

Justice,  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  nonsuited,  as  there  was  no  evidence  of  a 
conversion,  and  that  there  could  be  none  until  after 
tender  of  the  amount  advanced :  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  in  a  condition  to  ask  for  a  return  of  the  goods  till  he 
made  a  tender  of  the  money;  and  that  it  therefore  sig- 
nified nothing  whether  the  defendant  had  transferred  the 
possession  of  the  goods  to  another  person  or  not.  The 
learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection. 
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A  letter  from  the  plaintiff  to  one  James  Dobell,  a  person  ^^\^f^^'* 
in  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  was  then  put  in  on  behalf    v  ,  >y,     .^ 
of  the  defendant,  the  material  part  of  which  was,  that,        ^o^^" 
"  before  we  can  come  to  a  just  settlement,  will  Mr.  Cliff       Cliff. 
give  up  my  watch,  &c.,  upon  receiving  in  full  whatever  he 
has  been  repaid  for  redeeming  them."    There  was   no 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  answer.     The  Jury,  under  the 
directions  of  the  learned  Judge,  having  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff— 

JuMiice  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  and  submitted  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  hold  the  goods,  as  no  tender 
had  been  made  of  the  money  advanced,  and  that  the 
learned  Judge  ought  so  to  have  directed  the  Jury. 

Lord  Lymdhurst,  C.  B. — As  the  defendant  said  that 
he  had  parted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods,  and 
would  not  tell  to  whom  he  had  delivered  them,  he  had  no 
right  to  insist  on  a  format  tender.  A  party  can  only  be 
obliged  to  make  a  tender  where,  by  making  the  tender,  he 
could  obtain  possession  of  the  goods.  Here,  if  the  money 
had  been  produced,  the  defendant  was  not  in  a  situation 
to  have  delivered  up  the  goods. 

Bayley,  B. — Although  the  money  was  not  tendered, 
the  defendant  was  told  he  might  have  the  money  if  he 
would  deliver  up  the  goods.  But  the  goods  were  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  and  the  defendant  did  not  say 
who  had  them.  I  think  that,  under  these  circumstances, 
he  had  no  right  to  insist  on  a  tender  being  made. 

Vaughan,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exeh,  of  Pkatt 
1833. 

Cook  v.  Allen. 

a  ihcriff  fo^r"r^  ^"^  ^*^  *  "*'®  "•**'  obtained  under  the  Interpleader 
lief  under  the  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  8.  6,  on  behalf  of  the  sher- 
Act.'he  ought  iff  o{ Suffolk,  for  protection  against  the  claim  of  abro- 
{^wiyprompt-  xher  of  the  defendant  to  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff.  The 
the  ihcrfff  seiz-  Ji.  fa.  in  this  action  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the 
cutiooonthe  13th  of  December  last,  and  on  the  following  day  the 
bcr?and  a^^roie'  g^^^*  *"  qucstion  were  scizcd.  The  present  rule  was  ob- 
which  had  heen  taincd  on  the  last  day  of  Hilary  Term,  on  an  affidavit  dis- 

ohtained  to  set  ,  u  ^ 

aside  the  judg-  closing  merely  the  receipt  of  the  writ,  the  seizure,  and  the 
cudon^was^du-  claim  to  the  goods.  It  was  stated  and  admitted,  that,  on 
22"d^f  JaiiM-  ^^^  ^^^^  December^  an  application  had  been  made  to  Mr. 
ry,  and  the  Baron  Bollatid,  at  chambers,  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on 
sist  of  January  ^^G  ground  of  irregularity;  which  he  thought  was  a  pro- 

unde^the  Inter!  P®^  ^^^  ^^^  *®  ^^^^^'  ^  '">«  ^^8  Subsequently  obtained 
pleader  Act:  it  to  set  aside  that  judgment,  and  which  rule  was  discharged 

was  held*  on  

cause  shewn      on  the  22nd  of  January,  in  last  Hilary  Term. 

against  that  rule, 
that  he  ought  to 

^ner?Md'that      •'^'"'  Jervis,  ou  behalf  of  the  claimant,  contended  that 

the  deUy  was      the  sheriff**s  rule  should  be  discharged  on  two  grounds- 
unreasonable:      __,         _  I 
and  the  Court      First,  that  the  sheriff  came  too  late ;  he  might  and  ought 

Sk  ^tLu.    *<>  *»»^«  applied  to  the  Court  early  in  Hilary  Term,  so  that 
SembU,  that    ^Jje  rule  might  have  been  disposed  of  in  that  term.   The 

he  ought  to  have  **  *^  .       . 

appUed  at  the  rule  pending  to  set  aside  the  judgment  was  an  additional 
of'irt^  term,  reasou  why  the  sheriff  should  have  applied  at  the  begin- 
aI!  rok***nS^  ning  of  the  term ;  at  all  events,  after  the  rule  was  disposed 
to  set  aside  the  of,  if  the  sheriff  had  moved  promptly,  the  cause  might 
SembU,Aho  have  been  shewn  in  the  term.  Secondly,  the  sheriff 
Ihouiddenyt^l-  ^hould  have  denied  collusion,  which  he  has  not  done, 
lusion.  By  comparing  the  1st  and  2nd  sections  of  the  act,  it  ap- 

pears to  be  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  sher- 
iff should  deny  collusion. 

fV.  H.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiff,  mentioned  the  csise  of 
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Devereux  v.  John^  in  the  King's  Beneh^  Hilary  Term,  3  ^c*-  rf  p^om» 
Geo.  4}  {a),  where  Mr.  Justice  James  Parke  held  that  the  ^ 

sheriff  was  only  entitled  to  protection  when  he  applied  to         ^oom, 

mm 

the  Court  within  a  reasonable  time.  Allen. 

Hughes,  for  the  sheriff,  contended  that  the  sheriff 
could  not  apply  sooner.  Until  the  rule  was  disposed  of  he 
could  not  apply  at  all ;  for,  if  the  judgment  had  been  set 
aside,  his  rule  would  have  been  nugatory. — [Bayley,  B. 
You  do  not  shew  any  reason  for  the  delay  from  the  22nd  to 
the  31st  of  January.}  The  affidavit  is  in  the  form  usu- 
ally adopted  in  these  cases :  although  it  does  not  appear, 
it  is  obvious  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  send  to  the 
country  for  affidavits,  and  the  31st  was  not  an  unreason- 
able time  for  that  purpose.  The  statute  does  not  require 
the  sheriff  to  deny  collusion;  and  in  practice,  since  the  sta- 
tute passed,  the  sheriff  in  his  affidavit  merely  states  the 
writ,  the  seizure,  and  the  claim  set  up  by  a  third  party. 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged with  costs.  The  intention  of  the  statute  was  to 
protect  sheriffs  against  the  risk  they  run  from  conflicting 
claims  made  upon  goods  seized  by  them ;  but,  in  order 
to  entitle  themselves  to  the  protection  of  the  Court,  they 
must  apply  promptly.  In  this  case,  I  think  that  the 
sheriff  should  have  made  his  application  at  the  com- 
mencement of  Hilary  Term;  and  in  the  course  of  that 
term  the  rule  would  have  been  disposed  of.  It  is  said  that 
a  rule  was  pending  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  irregu- 
larity, I  do  not  think  this  was  any  reason  for  the  sheriff 
delaying  his  application  to  this  Court:  but,  even  if  it 
were,  he  should  have  been  ready  to  make  his  application 
as  soon  as  that  rule  was  disposed  of;  and  if  he  bad  done 

(fl)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  648. 
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Exeh.  ef  PUoi,  go,  causc  might  have  been  shewn  in  that  Term.     I  think 

-     that  the  delay  from  the  22nd  to  the  dlst  of  January  was 

Cook         unreasonable.    No  excuse  is  offered  for  this  delay,  which. 

9m 

Allen.        I  think,  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  explain. 

Vauouan,  B.|  and  Bolland,  B.,  concurred,  and — 

GuRNEY,  B.,  added,  he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  understood, 
that  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the  sheriff  in  these  cases 
to  deny  collusion  (a). 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 

(a)  It  haf  been  determined  in  the  Common  Pleas,  that  the  sheriff 
must  deny  collusion. 


In  an  action 
brought  by  the 
assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  a- 
gainst  the  she- 
riff to  recover 
the  valae  of  fur- 
niture and  fix- 


GiBsoN   and   Another,    Assignees,  r.    Humphrey    and 

Another,  Sheriff  of  Middlesex. 

A  fi'fa.  had  issued  against  the  bankrupt,  under  which 
the  sheriff,  on  the  14th  of  January  last,  had  seized  the 
furniture  and  fixtures  in  a  public-house  kept  by  the 
bankrupt;  on  the  same  day  notice  was  given  to  the  she- 
riff that  the  bankrupt  had  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
tores  sold  under  ruptcy,  and  that  a  Jiai  in  bankruptcy  would  be  sued  out 
the  Court  will  against  him;  on  the  18th  of  January^  ^fiat  issued  against 
oeedingsonpay-  the  bankrupt,  on  which  he  was  duly  declared  a  bankrupt, 
McemiiTcases  ®"  ^^  ^^^  ^^ bankruptcy  committed  before  the  seizure,  of 
where  the  de-     which  the  sheriff  had  notice.    Notwithstanding  this  notice, 

fendant  has  re- 

stored  the  chat-  the  sheriff,  on  the  24th  of  January^  sold  the  furniture  and 
be  Mn^rted!  fixturcs;  the  fixtures  had  been  removed  from  the  premises, 
and  thepUintiff  It  appeared  that  the  public-house  had  been  mortgaged  by  the 
dai  damage,  or   bankrupt,  and  after  the  sale  the  mortgagee  had  taken  posses- 

chattel  is  sold,     sion  of  the  house,  and  sold  it  under  a  power  of  sale  con- 
there  is  no  dis- 
pute as  to  the  price;  but  the  Court  will  not  interfere  if  the  plaintifls  do  not  agree  as  to  the  amount. 
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tained  in  her  mortgage  deed.  The  present  action  had  been  Exch,  of  puat, 
brought  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  to  recover  the  '  ^ 

value  of  the  furniture  and  fixtures  sold;  a  rule  had  been  Gibson 
obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintiffs  to  shew  cause  why,  on  Humphrey. 
payment  of  the  sum  for  which  the  furniture  was  sold,  and 
on  restoring  the  fixtures  to  the  house,  proceedings  in  this 
action  should  not  be  stayed.  In  answer,  it  was  sworn 
that  the  sale  of  the  house  was  much  prejudiced  by  reason 
of  the  removal  of  the  fixtures. 

W.  H.  Watson  shewed  cause. — This  is  an  attempt  to 
try  the  question  of  value  by  affidavits :  it  has  only  been 
in  cases  where  there  was  no  question  as  to  the  value  of 
goods  converted  that  the  Court  has  stayed  proceedings, 
as  on  the  re-delivery  of  a  chattel,  such  as  a  steam-engine, 
or  the  like  ;  but  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say  what 
the  value  of  the  goods  and  fixtures  were.  And  in  this  case 
it  is  shewn  that  the  assignees  are  damnified,  as  the  amount 
for  which  the  mortgagee  can  prove  on  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt  must  depend  on  the  amount  of  the  sale;  and 
how  can  the  Court  estimate  this  damage?  The  Court  will 
not  aid  the  sheriff  in  this  case,  considering  that  he  sold 
after  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  even  after  the 
Jiat  issued. 

Plait,  contrd. — The  Court  will  always  assist  the  sheriff, 
where  he  appears  to  be  acting  against  vexatious  claims 
bond  fide.  Here  the  sheriff  has  acted  fairly,  and  sold  the 
goods  in  the  ordinary  way;  it  is  impossible  the  plaintiffs 
can  recover  against  the  sheriff  more  than  the  amount  of 
the  sale :  the  assignees  are  not  damnified.  If  there  is  any 
damage  to  the  sale  of  the  house,  it  will  fall  upon  the  mort- 
gagee, and  not  upon  the  assignees. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — We  are  always  inclined  to 
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^"^laaa"'^'  ■""■**'  •*'  paymasters,  as  also  the  person  Or  persons  ap- 
'--  V  -^     pointed  or  to  be  appointed  to  examine  and  control  the  re- 
8MTTB        ceipts,  payments,  and  acta  of  auoh  paymaster  or  paymas- 
L4TUAM.       ters,  shall  severally  have  and  receive  for   the  service  of 
themselves,  and  for  the  officers  and  clerks  to  be  employed 
under  them  respectively,  and  for  such  charges  as  shall  be 
necessarily  incident  to  the  execution  of  their  respective 
offices,  such  salaries,  rewards,  and  allowances,  as  the  com- 
missioners of  the  treasury  for  the  time  being  shall  judge 
to  be  reasonable  and  shall  direct  to  be  allowed  to  tbem 
the  said  paymaster  or  paymasters,  or  comptroller. 

Lord  Tenterden  directed  the  jury— Fin^,  That,  by  the 
true  intent,  meaning,  and  legal  construction  of  the  several 
clauses  of  the  said  act,  the  tenure  of  the  paymaster  or 
paymasters  of  exchequer  bills  is  in  law  during  pleasure. 

Secondly — That,  by  the  legal  construction  of  the  above- 
mentioned  writing,  bearing  date  the  2lst  day  of  June, 
1811,  the  plaintifT  had  an  estate  in  bis  said  office  of  pay- 
master of  exchequer  bills  only  during  the  pleasure  of  tlie 
lords  commissioners  of  his  majesty's  treasury. 

Thirdly— 'Y\ibX  the  instrument  dated  the  dth  day  of 
July,  I8S4,was  a  legal  revocation  of  the  instrument  dated 
tbe^Ist  dayof  yuni?,  1811. 

Fourthly — That  the  allegation  contained  in  the  instru- 
ment of  the  date  of  the  5th  of  Jtdy,  1824,  namely,  that 
the  said  plaintiff  had  resigned  his  said  office  of  paymaster 
of  exchequer  bills,  was  a  matter  of  no  import&nce  to  the 
issue  between  the  said  parties. 

Fifthly — That  there  was  no  fact  at  issue  between  the 
said  parties  for  the  considerationof  the  jury.  And,  lastly, 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

To  which  direction  the  plaintiff  tendered  the  foltowiDg 
exceptions: — 

First — That  by  the  true  intent,  meaning,  and  legal  con- 
struction of  the  several  clauses  of  the  said  act,  the  tenure 
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of  the  office  of  the  paymaster  or  paymasters  of  exchequer  Exck,  Chamber, 
bills  is  in  law  during  good  behaviour. 

Secondly — That>  even  had  the  said  act  empowered  the 
lords  commissioners  of  his  majesty's  treasury  to  revoke 
and  determine  ai  pleasure  the  appointment  of  paymaster 
of  exchequer  bills,  no  such  power  having  been  reserved 
in  the  deed-poll  bearing  date  the  21st  of  June,  1811,  the 
lords  commissioners  of  his  majesty's  treasury  had  not 
by  law  the  power  to  revoke  and  determine  the  same  ai 
pleasure.  And  he  further  insisted,  that,  there  not  be- 
ing any  limitation  of  the  estate  expressed  in  the  deed-poll 
bearing  date  the  Slst  of  June,  1811,  by  the  delivery  of 
such  deed-poll,  a  freehold  in  the  office  of  paymaster  of 
exchequer  bills  passed  to  him,  the  plaintiff. 

Thirdly — That,  admitting  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that,  by  the  true  intent,  meaning,  and  legal  construction  of 
the  several  clauses  of  the  said  statute,  the  tenure  of  the 
office  of  the  paymaster  and  paymasters  of  exchequer 
bills  is  in  law  during  pleasure;  and  admitting  further,  for 
the  sake  of  argument,  that,  by  the  deed-poll  bearing  date 
the  Slst  day  of  June,  1811,  the  plaintiff  had  an  estate  in 
his  said  office  of  paymaster  of  exchequer  bills  only  dur- 
ing the  pleasure  of  the  lords  commissioners  of  his  ma- 
jesty's treasury,  still  the  lords  commissioners  of  his 
majesty's  treasury,  who  executed  the  deed-poll  dated  the 
5th  July,  1824,  not  having  therein  or  thereby  revoked  and 
determined  the  deed-poll  bearing  date  the  said  21st  day 
of  June,  1811,  the  deed-poll  bearing  date  the  5th  of  July, 
1824,  was  not  a  legal  revocation  of  the  deed-poll  bearing 
date  the  said  21st  day  of  June,  181 1. 

Fourthly — That  the  lords  commissioners  of  his  ma- 
jesty'q  treasury  who  executed  the  deed-poll  bearing 
date  the  5th  of  July,  1824,  having  therein  and  thereby 
founded  their  right  to  execute  the  same  solely  upon  the 
allegation  that  the  said  plaintiff  AaJ  resigned  his  aforesaid 
office   of  paymaster  of  exchequer  bills,   that  allegation 
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BttM.  OamUr,  wai  the  only  ntatter  of  importance  to  the  Utue  between 

-<     the  taid  partiet. 

Shtth  /1/2A/y— Thattbe  aHegatioR  made  and  contained  in  the 

Laibak.      above-nanied    deed-poll    dated   the  5th  of  Jidtf,    1S34, 

namely,  that  the  plainlifT  had  rengned  hie  said  office  of 

paymaster  of  exchequer  bills,  was  the  fact  and  the    ojt/y 

fact  at  issue  between  the  parties  for  the  consideration  of 

the  jury. 

And  tixtkly — That,  as  no  evidence  whatever  bad  been 
given,  at  the  trial  of  the  said  issue,  in  support  of  the 
truth  of  the  allegation  contained  in  the  said  deed-poll 
dated  the  5tb  of  Jultf,  1834,  namely,  that  the  p\amtifF  Aad 
resigned  his  said  office  of  paymaster  of  exchequer  bills, 
the  said  Lord  Chief  Justice  ought  not  to  have  directed 
the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  but  ought  to 
have  directed  thetn  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  exceptions  were  argued  in  Hilary  Term  last,  by — 

The  plaintiff  in  person. — By  the  intent  of  the  statute  of 
the  48  Geo.  3,  c.1,  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  paymaster  of 
exchequer  bills,  is,  in  law,  during  good  behaviour,  and  not 
during  pleasure.  In  the  First  Jnstiiute{a),  it  is  said,  "  The 
rehearsal  or  preamble  of  a  statute  is  a  good  mean  to  find 
out  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and,  as  it  were,  a  key  to 
open  the  understanding  thereof."  The  words  of  the  pre- 
amble in  the  act  in  question  are  these: — "  Whereas  it 
is  expedient  that  permanent  regulations  should  be  esta- 
blished in  relation  to  the  making  out,  issuing,  and  pay- 
*^S  9ff  ^  exchequer  bills  which  may  hereafter  he  issued 
for  the  raising  of  any  money  under  the  authority  of  par- 
liament." Now,  the  words  of  this  preamble  import  two 
things: — first,  that  there  were  no  permanent  regulations 
by  law  established  in  relation  to  the  making  out,  issuing. 
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and  paying  off  exchequer  billsi  prior  to  the  passing  of  Exek.  Oumber, 
this  act;  and  secondly,  the  permanency  of  every  regu- 
lation and  provision  made  and  contained  in  this  statute. 

The  10th  clause  of  this  statute,  under  which  the  lords 
of  the  treasury  are  authorized  to  appoint  the  paymaster 
or  paymasters,  enacts,  **  That  the  commissioners  of  the 
treasury  shall  and  may,  from  time  to  time,  by  writing  un« 
der  their  hands,  constitute  and  appoint  such  person  and 
persons  as  they  shall  think  fit  to  be  the  pa]rmaster  or  pay- 
masters." It  is  to  be  observed,  that,  in  no  part  of  this  clause, 
18  there  any  express  power  given  to  the  lords  of  the  trea- 
sury to  revoke  or  determine  at  pleasure*  or  otherwise,  any 
of  the  appointments  to  be  made  by  them ;  nor,  are  there 
any  words  from  which  such  a  power  can  even  be  implied. 
That  this  is  a  public  act  cannot  be  denied ;  and  that  it 
has  been  passed  for  the  ben^i  of  the  public^  is  equally 
undeniable ;  for,  it  is  expressly  so  stated  in  no  less  than 
lour  parts  of  the  act,  namely,  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
4th,  the  11th,  the  18th,  and  the  19th  clauses.  It  is  there- 
fore contended,  that  the  lords  of  the  treasury  have  not  by 
the  words  of  the  10th  clause  even  a  discretionary  power 
in  regard  to  appointing  the  paymasters,  but  that  they  are 
imperatively  called  upon  to  appoint;  and  that  the  only  dis- 
cretion which  they  have  to  exercise  is  in  the  selection  of 
such  persons  as  they  shall  think  fit  for  the  office.  In  the 
case  of  7%«  King  v.  The  Commissioners  of  Flockwold  In^ 
closure  (a)  ^  it  is  said:  ''the  words  'shall  and  may*  are 
imperative  when  the  clause  in  a  statute  is  for  the  public 
benefit:' 

Then,  as  to  the  words  *'from  time  to  time.**  These 
words  were  absolutely  necessary,  in  order  to  enable  the 
lords  of  the  treasury  to  appoint  as  vacancies  might  hap- 
pen; and  can  only  be  read  as  if  followed  by  the  words 

(a)  2  Chitt.  Rep.  251. 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  <<a8  circamstances  may  occur  to  render  it  necessary  by 

death,  resignation,  or  removal  for  misconduct/'  and  cannot 
be  taken  as  words  of  limitation  of  the  estate  of  the  person 
to  be  appointed. 

Then,  again>  the  words  *'  such  person  and  persons  as 
they  shall  think  fit  to  be  the  paymaster  or  paymasters/' 
Here  is  the  only  discretionary  power  given  to  the  lords 
of  the  treasury  by  this  clause  in  regard  to  the  appoint- 
ments to  be  made;  and  which  is  simply  that  they  shall  have 
the  selection  of  the  persons  to  be  appointed,  who  are  to 
be  such  persons  as  they  shall  think^i  for  the  office. 

There  heing,  therefore,  in  this  clause  no  express  power 
to  revoke  or  determine  at  plecuure,  or  otherwise,  nor  any 
words  of  limitation,  either  expressed  or  implied,  every 
person  appointed  a  paymaster  by  virtue  thereof  has  an 
estate  in  his  office  during  good  behaviour;  for.  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holtj  in  Harcourt  v.  Fox  (a),  distinctly  lays  it 
down  that  an  indefinite  limitation  in  an  act  of  parliament 
confers  an  estate  for  life.  The  same  doctrine  was  held 
in  the  same  case,  both  by  Mr*  Justice  Gregory  and  by 
Mr.  Justice  Eyre. 

If  the  legislature  considered  that  by  the  10th  clause  the 
paymasters  held  their  office  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
lords  of  the  treasury,  were  they  not,  without  the  intro* 
duction  of  the  11th  clause,  sufficiently  under  their  con- 
trol? What  greater  control  can  any  individual  or 
any  board  have  over  a  subordinate  officer  than  to  have 
it  in  his  power  to  dismiss  him  (U  pleasure?  The  11th 
clause,  however,  expressly  declares  the  degree  of  au- 
thority which  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury  are  to 
exercise  over  the  paymasters;  but,  as  the  authority  therein 
given  does  not  extend  to  their  dismissal  at  pleasure^  no 

(a)  1  Show.  631. 
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inference  can  legally  be  drawn  that  they  have  any  such  au-  ExcH.  Chamb€r, 
thority ;  for,  it  is  a  rule  in  the  construction  of  all  law,  that 
expressio  uniuSf  or  rather  pariicularis  designatto  est 
ejcclusio  alterius.  Upon  this  principle,  although  a  wife, 
convicted  of  adultery,  forfeit  her  dower  by  the  statute  of 
13  Ed,  1,  c.  34,  she  does  not  forfeit  her  jointure  for  the 
commission  of  that  crime,  because  it  is  not  so  expressed 
in  the  statute;  and  it  is  so  decided  in  3  Peere  WilliamSf 
S77.  And  upon  the  same  principle  Mr*  Justice  Barley, 
in  a  recent  case  at  the  Old  BaUetff  refused  to  grant  any 
pension  to  the  widow  of  a  policeman  who  had  been  killed 
in  apprehending  a  person  suspected  oiteXony^  because  the 
act  of  parliament  only  authorizes  Judges  to  grant  pensions 
to  the  widows  of  policemen  killed  in  apprehending  per- 
sons charged  with  felony. 

Again,  it  is  a  fundamental  rule  in  the  construction  of 
all  statutes,  that  penal  statutes  should  be  construed  strictly, 
and  remedial  statutes  liberally.  It  is  so  expressly  laid 
down  in  Blackstone's  Commentaries  {a).  That  this  act 
of  parliament  comes  under  the  denomination  of  a  remedial 
statute,  cannot  admit  of  a  doubt. 

The  paymasters  prior  to  the  passing  of  this  act  were 
evidently  considered  as  part  of  **  the  several  officers  of  the 
receipt  of  the  Exchequer  "  referred  to  in  the  commence- 
ment of  the  10th  clause;  and  it  is  presumed  were  appointed 
by  the  lords  of  the  treasury  for  the  time  being  virtute 
officii^  which  is  indisputably  held  during  the  pleasure  of 
the  crown ;  and  it  is  a  clear  principle  of  the  common  law, 
that  no  one  can  grant  a  greater  estate  in  an  office  than  he 
himself  possesses.  It  is  so  laid  down  in  a  variety  of  cases, 
but  in  none  more  clearly  and  decidedly  than  in  the  case 
of  Sanders  v.  Owen{b\  where  it  is  said,  *'he  that  has 
an  office  at  will  cannot  make  a  grant  for  life,  because 

(a)  1  Bl.  Com.  88.  (6)  1  Salk.  467. 
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^^Ms"*"'  *^*'*  "  "*"  *•"*""''  estate  auffldent  to  bear  it"  Then, 
tberefore,  as  the  common  law  stood  at  the  pasaiDg  of  the 
act,  with  refer«ice  to  the  office  of  paymaster  of  exche- 
quer bills,  the  tenure  of  that  office  was  clearly  during 
pleature,  and  the  lords  of  the  treasury  as  such  could  not 
grant  a  more  enlarged  estate.  Then  we  are  to  consider, 
"what  the  mischief  was  for  whidi  the  common  law  did 
not  proride."  Here  it  is  necessary  to  look  to  the  act  in 
question,  and  see  what  were  the  objects  intended  to  be 
effected  by  that  act,  and  the  first  object  will  be  seen  to  be 
the  establishing  permammt  regulations  in  regard  to  the 
matters  referred  to  in  the  act;  and  then,  looking  further 
into  the  act,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  legislature  have  se- 
lected the  paymasters  of  excbequer  bills,  and  placed  such 
paymasters  at  the  head  of  the  new  office  established  by 
that  act,  for  effecting  the  purposes  contemplated  thereby. 
Mow,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  nature  of  the  tenure  of 
the  office  of  paymaster  at  tbe  passing  of  tbe  act  was 
within  "the  mischief  contemplated  to  be  remedied;  for, 
if  tbe  legislature  had  left  the  tenure  of  that  office  as  it 
then  stood,  the  whole  objects  of  the  act  might  hare  been 
defeated ;  for,  the  common  law  did  not  provide  against  that 
office  being  altogether  abolished  by  the  lords  of  the 
treasury,  at  whose  pleasure  it  was  then  held.  And  it  ii 
evcQ  made  more  clear  by  the  lOtb  clause,  that  tbe  legishi- 
ture  saw  "  the  mischief"  of  leaving  the  tenure  of  tbe  office 
of  paymaster  as  it  stood  at  the  passing  of  the  act;  for,  in 
that  clause  they  direct  the  mode  by  which  the  paymasters 
are  to  be  constituted,  which  would  have  been  altogether 
unnecessary,  if  their  previout  constitution  had  been  such 
as  to  secure  tbe  existence  of  paymasters. 

The  very  introduction  into  the  act  of  a  power  to  ap- 
point the  paymasters,  is,  of  itself,  strong  evidence  that  the 
legislature  were  dissatisfied  with  tbe  efficacy  of  the  pre- 
vioui  nature  of  the  tenure  of  that  office  to  answer  the  pur- 
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poses  intended  by  them  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  Bjtch.  Chamber^ 
the  act  in  question ;  or  they  would  have  left  the  tenure  of 
that  office  as  it  previously  stood.  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Hokf  in  Hdrcouri  v.  Fox  (a)«  when  speaking  of  the  act 
of  parliament  in  relation  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
peace,  saysy ''It  is  plain  they  {the  legislature)  did  de- 
sign and  intend  an  alteration,  and  to  have  quite  another 
method  observed;  for,  otherwise,  why  did  they  make  that 
new  provision  about  it  that  they  have  done?  If  they  in* 
tended  it  should  be  as  it  was,  they  would  either  have  been 
silent,  and  left  it  untouched,  or  they  would  have  put  it  in 
such  li^ords  as  Would  have  declared  such  an  intent.  And 
therefore  having  put  in  these  clauses,  it  is  plain  an  altera<^ 
tion  was  intended,  and  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  should 
foe  altogether  according  to  a  new  model."  So,  in  this  case, 
the  legislature  having  introduced  a  new  mode  by  which 
the  paymasters  were  to  be  constituted,  must  be  taken  to 
have  intended  that  such  mode  should  "  supersede  with  all 
its  consequences  the  old;*'  and  that  the  office  of  paymaster 
should  be  altogether  according  to  the  new  model  pre- 
scribed by  the  act;  for  these  reasons  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  the  former  tenure  of  the  office  of  paymaster  is  within 
*^  the  mischief*  contemplated  to  be  remedied  by  the  act. 

Then,  thirdly,  as  to  '^the  remedy,"  that  is,  what  re« 
medy  parliament  have  provided  to  cure  "  the  mischief.'* 
Here  again  the  object  of  the  act  is  to  be  looked  to,  "  that 
of  establishing  permanent  regulations  in  relation  to  the 
making  out,  issuing,  and  paying  off  all  exchequer  bills 
which  may  hereafter  be  issued,'*  and  it  is  to  be  considered 
how  that  object  would  be  best  effected;  it  could  not  be 
better  effected  than  by  giving  the  paymasters,  under  whom 
the  purposes  of  the  act  were  to  be  carried  into  effect,  a 
permanent  and  certain  tenure  in  their  office.  In  the  ease 
of  Harcourt  v.  Fox,  before  referred  to,  it  is  saidi  speaks 

(o)  1  Show.  533. 
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BiKk.  ckamhir,  tng  of  offlces  for  life,  "  In  this  reipect  the  wisdoin  and 

^^__,_^    policy  or  the  law  is  very  great;  beoaute,  when  men  hold 

SuTTH        their  office*  for  life,  it  ia  an  encouragement  for  the  faithAil 

LiTVAu.      execution  of  their  dutiea.     It  is  then  also  they  acquire 

knowledge  and  experience  in  their  emph>yinents,  having 

a  durable  and  fixed  estate  therein,  and  not  being  liable  to 

be  displaced  at  tke  pleasure  of  those  who  put  ibem  in. 

And  the  grant  shall  be  construed  most  favourably  to  an- 

Bwer  the  intent  of  the  law-makers,  whose  deaign  is  to  have 

the  office  well  supplied,  which  will  be  best  eflfbcted  when 

the  officer  has  an  estate  for  life." 

If  the  legislature  intended  the  estate  in  the  offlot  of 
paymaster  to  be  during  the  pleasure  of  the  lords  of  the 
treasury,  is  it  at  all  consistent  to  suppose  that  they  would 
have  left  the  power  in  the  general  tenns  in  which  it  sUndi  f 
On  the  contrary,  would  they  not  have  annexed  thereto  a 
power  of  revocation  at  tie  pleasure  of  the  lords  of  the 
treasury?  for,  it  cannot  be  supposed  but  that  the  legisla- 
ture had  well  considered  the  legal  effect  of  the  language 
in  which  they  have  couched  the  power,  and  which,  upon 
the  authority  of  all  the  cases,  would,  it  is  submitted,  cleariy 
give  an  estate  for  life. 

In  Hixon  v.  Oliver  (a),  it  is  said,  "  that  powers  nrart 
be  expressed  not  implied,  and  are  construed  strictly;" 
and  in  Rex  v.  Loxdale  (6),  it  was  held  that  "where 
persons,  as  justices,  commissioners,  &c.  having  special  au- 
thority by  statute,  they  have  none  hut  what  ia  under  that 
statute,  all  other  acts  being  void.** 

If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  have  given  the  lords 
of  the  treasury  the  power  of  revoking  these  appoint' 
ntents  at  pleasure,  such  power  would  have  been  expressly 
given  by  the  statute.  By  a  variety  of  recent  statutes, 
from  the  25  Geo,  3,  to  the  present  time,  express  power  is 
given  to  remove;  shewing  that,  where  the  legialature  havo 

(a)  13  V«ey,  114.  (4)  1  Borr.  «6. 
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intended  that  there  should  be  a  power  of  removal  at  dis*  ^^ch.  Chamber^ 
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cretion,  they  have  in  all  instances  expressly  given  such 
power.  Nowy  according  to  high  legal  authorities,  it  is 
lawful  '^  to  construe  one  part  by  another  part  of  the  same 
statute;'*  so  it  is  lawful  to  construe  one  statute  by  another 
statute  made  for  a  similar  purpose  (that  is,  in  pari  mate" 
ria)  for,  by  that  means,  we  shall  be  best  able  to  discover 
''what  answer  the  law-makers  would  probably  have  given 
to  the  question  made,  if  proposed  to  them." 

[The  plaintiff  here  cited  a  variety  of  statutes  in  pari 
maieria,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  note  (a).] 


(a)  25  Creo.d,c.  10, 8. 7;  26  Geo. 
3,  c.  67,  8.  14;  26  Geo.  3,  c.lOl, 
8.  5;  38  Geo.  3,  c  86^  s.  4;  39 
Geo.  3,  c.  IS,  8.  117|  39  Geo.  3, 
c  Ql.  8,  8;  42  Geo.  3,  c.  116, 8. 75; 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  21,  88.  2  and  4 ;  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  119,  88.  1,  5, 6,  aad  7 1 
46  Geo.  3,  c.  101, 8.  6;  46  Geo.  3, 
c.  106,  8.2|  47  Geo.  3,  e.  12,  8. 1, 
49  Geo.  3,  e.  120,  8.  74;  50  Geo. 
3,  c.  43,  8.  11;  60  Geo.  3,  c.  72, 
8.  J ;  60  Geo.  3,  c.  103,  88.  27— 
46;  51  Geo.  3,  c.  15,  88.  5,  7;  51 
Gto.  3,  c.  35{  51  Geo.  3.  c  7U 
8. 2;  62  Geo.  3,  c.  44,  ss.  1, 
4, 9;  66  Geo.  3,  c  63,  8.  6;  52 
Geo.  3,  c.  126,  8.  2;  62  Geo. 
3,  e.  i  34,  8.  2;  53  Geo.  3,  e. 
107,  S8.  1,  4;  53  600.3,0. 116, 
8.  1;  53  Geo.3,c.  121,  8.  6;  54 
Geo.  3,  c.  114,88.  3,  12;  54  Geo. 
3,  c.  131,  88.  1,  6;  64  Geo.  3,  c. 
157,  88.  9,  3,  8;  55  Geo.  3,  c.  I, 
as.  1,  7  ;  55  Geo.  3,  c  42,  8.  10; 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  81;  66  Geo.  3,  c.  107, 
88.  1,  4;  56  Geo.  3,  c.  138,  8.  6; 

55  Geo.  3,   c.  190;    55  Geo.  3, 
<;.  191,  88. 1,  2;  56  Geo.  3,  c.  56; 

56  Geo.  3,  c.  62,  8.  1 ;  56  Geo.  3, 
€.  84, 8. 1;  66  Geo.  3,  c.  128,  8. 9 ; 
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67  Geo.  3,  c.  34,  S8.  6,8;  67  Geo. 

3,  c.  107,  8.  7;  68  Geo.  3,  c.  20, 
88. 2, 21,  22;  58  Geo,  3,  c.  61,  s.  1; 
58  Geo.  3,  c.  72,  8S.  I,  2,  4, 
23;  58  Geo.  3,  c.  100,  $8.  l^ 
6;  59  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  8.  11  ;  69 
Geo.  3,  c.  120,  8.  1;  69  Geo.  3, 
c.  135;  1  Geo.  4,  c.  39,  88. 
1-^;  1  Geo.  4,  c.  49,  8.  1 ;  1 
Geo.  4,  c.  69,  r.  6;  1  Geo,  4,  c.  1 12, 
88.  2, 5, 26;  1  Geo.  4,  c.  113;  1  & 
2  Geo.  4,  c.  67,  8.  8;  3  Geo.  4,  c. 
100,  8.  17;  4  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  88.  1, 
5;  4  Geo.4, c. 90,  88.  4,  9; 4  Geo. 

4,  c.  97,  8.  5;  6  GeoAy  c.  67,  8.  2; 
5  Geo.  4,  c.  82,  88. 1,  2;  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  92,  8. 8;  6  Geo.  4,  c  106,  88. 2, 
4,  7;  6  Geo,  4,  c.  122;  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  62,  8.  2 ;  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  53, 
88. 1, 4;  7  &  B  Geo.  4,  c.  66, 88. 2, 
8;  7&8  (?eo.4,c.68,  8.3;  7&8 
Geo.  4,  c.  66,  s.  4 ;  9  Geo.  4,  c.  41, 
8.  7;  10  Geo.  4,  c.  44,  68.  1,  10; 

10  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  88.  12,  18;  11 
Geo.  4  &  1  Wia.  4,  c.  14,  8.  10; 

11  Geo.  4  &  1  WilL  4,  c.  27, 
8.  16;  1  WilL  4'^c.  8,  88.1,2,3; 
1  8L2WiU.4,c.  17,88.  1,  3;  3 
Geo.4,  c.  113,  8.  19;  48  Geo.  3, 
C.9. 
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Exeh,  aiomhery      It  is  Submitted,  therefore,  that  the  absence  of  any  words 
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of  limitation  of  estate  of  the  paymaster  or  paymasters  of 
exchequer  bills  in  this  act,  is  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  the  tenure  of  that  office  should 
be  during  good  behaviour^  becausCi  if  such  had  not  been 
the  intention  of  the  legislature,  it  vrould  have  been  so 
stated  in  express  terms,  as  was  done  in  the  numerous  in- 
stances which  have  been  referred  to. 

Secondly, eyrnV  the  48  Geo.  S,  c.  1,  had  empowered 
the  lords  of  the  treasury  to  revoke  and  determine  ai 
pleasure  the  appointment  of  a  paymaster  of  exchequer 
bills,  no  such  power  having  been  reserved  in  the  deed- 
poll  whereby  the  plaintiflP  was  appointed,  the  lords  of  the 
treasury  had  no  power  to  revoke  the  same  at  pleasure; 
and  further,  there  not  being  any  limitation  of  estate  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed-poll,  by  the  delivery  thereof,  a  free^ 
hold  in  the  oflBce  of  paymaster  of  exchequer  bills  passed 
to  the  plaintiff.  In  Dancer's  Reports,  46,  it  is  said,  "  if  a 
common  person  grants  a  rent  or  other  thing  that  lies  m 
grant,  without  limitation  of  any  estate,  by  the  delivery  of 
the  deed  a  freehold  passes ;  but,  if  the  King  make  such  a 
grant  of  a  rent,  it  is  void  for  uncertainty.  This  is  not  a 
deed-poll  executed  by  the  Eang,  and  therefore  is  not  to  be 
governed  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  royal  grants. 
The  48  Geo.  S,  c.  1,  empowers  the  lords  of  the  trea- 
sury, "  by  writing  under  their  hands,""  to  appoint  such 
persons  as  they  shall  think  fit  to  be  paymasters.  By 
this  appointment  they  have  gone  beyond  the  words  of  the 
act,  and  have  added  sealing,  and  thus  given  the  plaintiffs 
title  to  his  office  by  deed-poll.  The  act  of  sealing,  in  ad- 
dition to  signing,  cannot  affect  the  validity  of  the  instru- 
ment, or  make  it  less  ''  a  writing  under  hand.""  In  Cruises 
Digest  (a),  it  is  expressly  laid  down  that,  "  If  a  power  be 

* 

(«)  Vol.  4,  p.  236. 
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given  generally,  without  any  restriction  as  to  the  nature  of  ^Sxek.  Chamber, 
the  instrument  by  which  it  is  to  be  executed »  or  if  words 
of  a  general  nature  only>  such  as  writing  or  instrument  be 
inserted,  it  may  in  such  case  be  executed  by  deed."  And 
it  is  laid  down  in  the  same  book^  that  *'  It  was  formerly 
held  that  an  agreement  must  be  sealed  as  well  as  signed; 
otherwise  it  would  only  be  considered  as  a  parol  agreement, 
and  that  the  writing  was  only  evidence  of  it.  But  this 
was  altered,  and  signing,  being  the  only  thing  required  by 
the  statute  of  frauds,  was  deemed  suflBcient.*'  Although, 
therefore,  by  the  statute  in  question,  signing  only  is  re- 
quired, there  is  nothing  in  the  statute  to  restrict  parties 
from  giving  increased  effect  to  the  instrument  by  adding 
sealing  to  signing.  It  is  therefore  submitted  that  the  exe- 
cution by  deed-poll  of  the  power  given  to  the  lords  of 
the  treasury  is  a  good  execution  of  that  power.  Taking 
the  deed,  therefore,  as  it  stands,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that 
not  only  is  there  no  limitation  of  estate  in  the  oflSce  con*> 
tained  in  such  deed,  but  there  is  also  no  power  of  revoca- 
tion. And  it  is  distinctly  laid  down  in  Worrall  v.  Jacob  (a), 
''That  a  <leed  executed  according  to  a  power,  contain- 
ing no  clause  for  power  to  revoke,  it  cannot  be  revoked, 
though  the  original  power  contained  such  clause."  Thus, 
therefore,  if  the  act  had  contained  an  express  power  to 
revoke,  there  is  no  power  reserved  in  the  deed,  and  con^ 
seqUently  the  lords  of  the  treasury  cannot  revoke  that 
deed.  Then,  by  the  absence  of  any  limitation  expressed 
in  the  deed,  the  plaintiff  has  an  estate  in  his  office  of  pay- 
master of  exchequer  bills  during  good  behaviour* 

Thirdly. — If  the  deed-poll  granted  to  the  plaintiff  the 
office  during  pleasure  only,  the  deed-poll  of  the  5th  of 
January^  1824,  is  no  legal  determination  of  such  pleasure, 
because  it  contains  no  distinct  clause  of  revocation ;  and 

(6)  3  Merivale,  256. 
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jBwA.  CkamUr,  the  qucstion  on  this  point  b,  whether  the  deed  appointing 

the  defendant  is  a  legal  revocation  of  that  appointing  the 
plaintiffl  To  have  had  that  effeet,  it  ought  either  to  have 
contained  a  danse  in  express  terms  reroking  the  pbuntiff 's 
appmntment^  or  to  hare  contained  an  aUegation^  which,  by 
determining  the  plaintiff's  interest,  ought  to  have  rendered 
revocation  mouiecessary.  Here^  the  deed  appointing  the 
defendant  does  contain  such  an  allegationt  but  that  alle- 
gation ought  to  have  been  true  in  fact;  and,  upon  a  trial 
wherein  the  deed  appointing  the  defendant  was  adduced 
in  evidence  as  his  sole  title,  the  troth  of  that  allegatioti 
ought  to  have  been  proved,  and,  without  such  proof,  it 
must  be  taken  to  be,a8  it  was  in  fact,  wholly  false;  and  that 
deed,  therefore,  cannot  be  considered  as  a  legsl  determi- 
nation of  the  plaintiff's  interest 

Fourthly. — It  was  left  to  the  jury,  that  it  was  unim« 
portent  whether  the  plaintiff  had  resigned  or  bot.  That 
was,  however,  the  only  matter  of  importance  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury.  The  deed  of  the  5th  of  July^ 
being  a  deed-poll,  must  be  taken  most  strongly  agunst  the 
grantor  Browning  v.  Beeston  (a).  A  person  shall  al- 
ways be  stopped  by  his  own  deed;  that  is,  he  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  aver  any  thing  in  ccmtradiction  to  what  he  has 
so  solemnly  and  deliberately  avowed  (b).  Now,  if  the  lords 
of  the  treasury  had  stated  that  they  revoked  and  d^er^ 
mined  the  plaintiff's  appointment,  and  had  then  gone  on 
to  sppointthe  defendant,  the  question  for  the  learned 
Judge's  consideration  would  have  been,  whether  they  had 
that  power:  but,  havmg  asserted  as  the  foundation  of  their 
right  to  appoint,  that  the  plaintiff,  and  not  tkey^  had  de- 
termined the  plaintiff's  interest,  and  altogether  passed 
over  any  supposed  right  to  dismiss  at  pleasure,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  such  right  was  no  question  in  the  cause;  and 

(•)  Plowden»  134.  (6)  Co.  Lit.  352.  a. 
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the  otily  question  was^  whether  the  plaintiff  had,  by  such  ^«eA.  Chanber,y 
alleged  resignation,  given  them  the  right  they  asserted 
he  had ;  and  thit  assertion  or  **  particular  recital**  (a)  ef- 
fectually estopped  them,  and  consequently  the  defendant, 
from  averring  aily  other  right,  to  justify  the  appointment  of 
the  defendant. 

FytMjf. — The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had  resigned 
was  the  only  fact  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  In 
Djfer,  S8,  it  is  laid  down,  that,  ''if  a  man  grants  that  to 
one  which  he  hath  before  granted  to  another  for  the  like 
term,  the  second  grant  will  be  void*"  Here,  the  grant  to 
the  defendant  was  of  that  which  had  before  been  granted 
to  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant's  appointment  so  expressly, 
states  it;  and  unless  therefore  the  interest  under  the  pre- 
vious  grant  was  determined,  the  grant  to  the  defendant, 
being  of  that  which  had  been  before  granted  to  the  plain* 
tiff,  was  void.  The  proof  of  the  allegation  that  the  plain^ 
tiff  had  resigned,  was  essential  to  the  defendant's  title. 
This  allegation  was  false  in  fact,  and  the  foundation  being 
bad,  the  superstructure  cannot  stand. 

Wightman,  contra* — The  first  question  is,  whether  the 
lords  of  the  treasury  had  power  to  revoke  the  plaintiff's 
appointment.  That  depends  on  the  48th  Geo.  S,  o.  1. 
By  the  iOth  sect,  it  is  provided^  "  That  the  commissioners 
of  the  treasury  shall  and  may, /rom  time  to  iime^  by  writ^^ 
ing  under  their  hands,  constitute  and  appoint  such  per^ 
son  or  persons  as  they  shall  think  Jit^  to  be  the  paymaster 
or  paymasters,  and  shall  and  may  appoint  a  comptroller 
and  such  other  oflScers  and  clerks  as  they  shall  deem  ne^* 
eessaryi'  &c. ;  that  is,  they  are  empowered  to  appoint  a 
less  or  greater  number,  as  occasion  shall  require.  The 
lords  of  the  treasury,  holding  their  offices  only  at  plea* 
sure,  could  not  create  a  freehold  office.     The  argument  on 

(a)  Ree»  v.  Uoyd,  Wightwick,  12t. 


CASTER  TERM,  3  WILt.  IV.  5SJ 

gument  drawn  from  other  statutes,  containing  an  express  Exek.  Chamber, 

power  of  removal^  they  are  there  used  only  ex  abuntHanii 

eauield.    This  is  not  a  deed-poll,  but  a  writing  under  seal, 

like  an  award.     But,  even  if  it  were,  these  being  public 

officers,  appointed  under  an  act  of  parliament,  the  lords 

of  the  treasury  could  not  grant  a  greater  estate  than  the 

act  gave  ihem  power  to  do.    If  they  have  made  a  deed 

which  creates  an  estate  for  life,  when  they  had  not  the 

power  given  to  them,  it  is  void. 

The  second  question  is,  whether,  by  the  appointment  of 
the  5th  c/tf/y,  1804,  the  lords  of  the  treasury  have  re- 
voked the  plaintiff's  appointment.  It  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  there  always  have  been  three  paymasters, 
and  three  only.  The  appointment  of  the  5th  of  July, 
18S4,  recites  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  with  two 
others,  and  the  resignation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  ap- 
points the  defendant,  with  the  other  two,  to  be  the  pay- 
masters. It  is  not  consistent,  therefore,  with  this  deed  of 
appointment  to  suppose  that  the  lords  of  the  treasury  in- 
tended to  appoint  an  additional  paymaster;  but  it  is  clear 
that  the  defendant  was  appointed  in  the  room  of  the  plain- 
tiff. [Alderson^  J. — The  three  are  appointed  for  the  pay« 
ment  of  *^aU**  exchequer  bills.]  Wherever  an  office  is 
granted  to  one,  aiid  another  officer  is  afterwards  appointed 
to  the  same  office,  it  is  a  virtual  revocation  of  the  first.  In 
the  case  of  a  demise  to  a  tenant  at  will,  a  demise  to  a  new 
tenant  would  revoke  the  former  estate.  By  the  appoint- 
ment, aIso»  the  salaries  are  given  to  the  three  paymasters, 
which  clearly  shews  that  they  were  the  only  persons  in- 
tended to  be  appointed. 

Thirdly. — It  is  contended,  that  the  recital  of  the  false 
fact,  that  the  plaintiff  had  resigned,  is  a  ground  for  con- 
sidering the  grant  to  the  defendant  invalid.  That  is  im- 
material; because,  if  they  had  assigned  no  reason,  the 
appointment  would  still  have  been  good. 

Fourthly^  it  is  submitted,   that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
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Btck.  Chamber,  riffht  to  niunUin  this   action  for   money  had    and   re* 
1833 

Ceiyed.    The  defendant  bad  a  right  to  say,  thatj  on  the 

whole  record^  there  could  not  be  judgment  for  the  phiintiffl 
The  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  not  liei  even 
if  the  lords  of  the  treasury  had  no  power  to  revoke  the 
plaintiff's  appointment;  for  in  that  case  the  defendant's 
office  cannot  have  been  the  office  of  the  plaintiff.  If  there 
was  no  revocation,  the  plaintiff  is  still  entitled  to  his  sa- 
lary,  and  the  defendant  has  received  his  own  salary.  If 
the  lords  of  the  treasury  had  the  power  to  revoke  by 
placing  the  defendant  in  the  plaintiff's  situation,  the  plain- 
tiff's office  is  revoked,  and  he  is  no  lobger  entitied  to  his 
salary.  In  neither  point  of  view,  thereforci  Can  this  ac* 
tion  be  maintained. 

The  plaintiff,  in  reply. — It  has  been  said,  that,  as  the 
lords  of  the  treasury  hold  their  offices  only  during  plea- 
sure, they  cannot  grant  a  greater  office.  But  the  cusios 
rotulorum  is  appointed  and  removeable  at  pleasure,  and 
yet  it  has  been  held  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  appointed 
by  him  holds  his  office  during  life  (a)»  It  has  been  also 
said,  that  the  action  for  mon^y  had  and  received  Will  not 
lie.  But  the  defendant  cannot  take  that  objection  now,  as 
the  exceptions  are  the  plaintiff's.  [Bayleff,  B. — Your 
difficulty  is,  that  you  pray  to  have  the  judgment  reversed, 
and  to  have  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff.  In  Vines 
v.  The  Corporation  of  Reading  (6),  it  was  held,  that,  upon 
a  bill  of  exceptions,  a  Court  of  error  may  look  to  the  whole 
evidence  on  both  sides,  to  see  whether  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  sustained  by  the  evidence.]  The  cases  of 
Howard  v.  Wood  (c),  Harcourt  v»  Fox  (d),  Martyn 
V.  Hind  {e\  and  Trekmny  v.  Bishop  of  Winchester  (/), 

(o)  Harcourt  v.  Fox,  1  Shower,  (d)  1  Shower,  631. 

634.  (e)  Cowp.  437 

(b)  1  Youngc  &  J.  4.  (/)  Burr.  219. 

(c)  2  Shower,  26. 
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all  eetablish  that  this  aotion  may  be  maintaiined  for  tak*  ^»ch.  Chamber, 

1833 
ing  the  fees  incident  to  an  office. 

Cur.  adv,  vuli. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliyered  by — 
TiNDALj  C.  J. — This  case  comes  before  us  from  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  and  the  questions  raised  upon  the  record 
arise  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  by  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, who  is  also  the  plaintiff  in  error,  to  the  directions  given 
to  the  jury  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  by  the  late  Lord  Ten- 
terden,  then  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
The  plaintiff,  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  took  five  excep- 
tions to  the  direction  given  by  the  Chief  Justice  to  the 
jury;   of  which  the  first  was  in  substance    this,    that, 
by  the  legal  construction  of  the   several  clauses  of  the 
statute  48  Geo.  3,  c.  1,  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  one  of 
the  paymasters  of  exchequer  bills  is  not,  as  was  stated 
by  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  jury,  **  during  pleasure  only,*' 
but  a  tenure  "  during  good  behaviour."    Upon  this,  the 
first  exception,  and,  by  far  the  most  important,  as  the  an- 
swer to  all  the  other  exceptions  appears  to  depend  on  this 
point,  wc  are  all  of  opinion,  that,  according  to  the  legal 
construction  of  the  statute  above  referred  to,  the  tenure 
of  the  office  of  a  paymaster  of  exchequer  bills  is  a  ten- 
ure during  pleasure  only,  and  not  during  good  behaviour, 
or  (which  is  the  same  in  contemplation  of  law)  for  the  life 
of  the  grantee.     As  the  office  of  a  paymaster  of  exche- 
quer bills  is  not  an  antient  common  law  office,  of  which 
the  duration  and  the  appointment  are  governed  by  antien( 
usage,  but  is  an  office  of  modem  origin,  and  not  made  th^ 
subject  of  legislative  enactment  until  the  statute  above  rer 
ferred  to,  the  question  as  to  its  duration  and  tenure  is  too 
other  than  an  inquiry  into  the  meaning  and  intention  of 
the  statute  itself.    And,  looking  to  the  object  of  the  act, 
the  language  of  the  act,  and  the  various  provision^  contain- 
ed in  it,  we  think  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  legiso* 
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Exch.  ChamUr,  lature  was,  that  the  appointment  should  be  during  plea- 
sure only,  and  not  during  the  life  of  the  grantee.     The 
obfect  of  the  new  provision  appears  with  sufficient  certain- 
ty by  the  preamble  to  the  10th  section — **  Whereas,  by 
reason  of  the  multiplicity  of  payments  which  may  be  to  be 
made  in  paying  off  exchequer  bills,  it  may  be  difficult,  if 
not  impossible,  that  every  payment  should  be  made  by  the 
several  officers  of  the  receipt  of  the  Exchequer;  therefore, 
and  to  the  end  the  Exchequer  may  regularly  be  discharg- 
ed of  all  the  monies  required  by  any  act  to  be  applied  for 
paying  off  any  exchequer  bills  and  other  charges  attend- 
ing the  same,  be  it  enacted,  &c.'*    The  object  therefore 
expressed  by  the  legislature  in  this  preamble  was,  to  se- 
cure the  due  and  regular  payment  of  the  exchequer  bills 
from  time  to  time  directed  to  be  paid  off,  by  giving  new 
and  additional  assistance  to  the  officers  of  the  receipt  of 
the  Exchequer  whenever  such  assistance  should  be  neces- 
sary.   The  assistance  contemplated  by  the  act  was  neces- 
sarily uncertain  both  in  its  extent  and  its  duration.      The 
issue  of  exchequer  bills  might  at  one  time  and  under  one 
state  of  circumstances  be  much  larger  than  at  another: 
it  might  be  large  in  time  of  war,  inconsiderable  in  time  of 
peace:  and 'consequently  the  regular  discharge  of  the  Ex- 
chequer of  all  monies  applied  to  the  payment  of  exche- 
quer bills  might  require  at  one  time  a  greater  and  at  ano- 
ther a  smaller  number  of  officers.    Any  given  number  of 
officers,  therefore,  however  well  adapted  to  the  exigencies 
of  the  public  at  the  time  of  their  appointment,  might  be 
insufficient  for  the  dispatch  of  business,  or  might  be  un- 
necessarily large  at  a  subsequent  period.     Indeed,  it  is 
within  the  reach  of  possibility,  that  all  the  exchequer  bills 
might  be  paid  off,  and  no  issue  of  any  new  bills  take  place; 
in  which  case^  the  officers  of  the  receipt  of  the  Exchequer 
would  stand  in  need  of  no  assistance  whatever.    The  ob- 
ject, therefore,  of  the  act  could  not  be,  that  any  certain, 
definite  number  of  paymasters  and  other  officers  should  be 
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permanently  appointed;  but  that  there  should  at  all  times  Exch.^wiher, 
be  a  number  adequate  and  sufficient^  and  not  more  than 
adequate  and  sufficient  for  the  regular  payment  of  the 
bills  which  might  be  outstanding  at  any  particular  time. 
17he  language  of  the  enacting  part  of  the  section  leads  to 
tlie  same  conclusion.     It  is  enacted  that  the  commission- 
ers of  the  treasury  ''  shall  and  may'*  (which,  for  this  pur- 
pose, may  be  taken  to  be  compulsory  on  them,)  **  from 
time  to  time,  by  writing  under  their  hands,  constitute  and 
appoint  such  person  and  persons  as  they  shall  think  fit  to 
lie  the  paymaster  or  paymasters,  and  shall  and  may  ap- 
point a  comptroller  and  such  other  officers  and  clerks  as 
they  shall  deem  necessary,"  to  pay  off  the  exchequer  bills 
in  the  particular  manner  stated  in  the  10th  section  of  the 
statute.    The  enacting  words  of  the  clause,  therefore,  are 
equally  free  from  any  restriction  as  to  the  number  of  pay- 
masters or  other  officers.    Under  these  words,  it  might 
perhaps  be  contended  that  they  could  appoint  but  one 
eromptroUer,  as  only  one  appears  to  be  mentioned ;  but 
they  might  at  all  events  appoint  as  few  or  as  many  pay^ 
masters  and  other  officers  and  clerks  as  the  exigency  of 
the  public  service  might  require.     They  might  begin  with 
appointing  one  paymaster  only,  if  tbey  thought  one  pay- 
master and  the  clerks  and  officers  under  him  sufficient  at 
first;  and  when  need  required  they  might  appoint  another 
paymaster;  and  so  on,  from  time  to  time,  until  there  were 
as  many  as  they  thought  necessary.     Such  is  the  obvious 
and  necessary  cpnstruction  of  the  enacting  words  of  this 
section. 

The  object,  therefore,  of  the  legislature  manifestly  be- 
ing that  of  providing  new  officers  in  aid  of  the  old  offi- 
cers of  the  receipt  of  the  Exchequer,  uncertain  in  num- 
ber, but  adequate  at  all  times  to  the  discharge  of  duties 
varying  in  their  extent  and  demand  of  labour,  unless 
the  construction  be  adopted  that  the  appointment  shall 
be   during  pleasure  only,  such  object  cannot  be  com- 
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BxcJL  Chamber,  pleloly  attained ;    for,  if  the  appointment  is  neoesssrily 

during  good  behaviour,  that  is,  for  life,  the  commisaioners 
of  the  treasury  might  indeed  always  inerease  the  number 
when  the  service  of  the  public  demanded  more;  but  they 
could  never  reduce  the  number,  when,  from  new  circum- 
stances, it  became  greater  than  the  performance  of  the 
public  service  required.     It  is  therefore  upon  the  princi- 
ple that  the  object  of  the  act  cannot  be  completely  carried 
into  effect,  if  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury  have  only 
a  power  to  appoint,  but  no  power  to  remove,  that  we  hold 
the  construction  of  the  act  to  be,  that  the  f>ower  to  appoint 
is  a  power  to  appoint  during  pleasure  only,  and  not  for 
life.     Again,  the  power  given  to  the  commissioners  of  ap- 
pointing paymasters  is  expressed  in  the  enacting  part  of 
the  10th  section  in  precisely  the  same  language  as  that 
which  authorises  them  to  appoint ''  such  other  officers  and 
clerks  as  they  shall  deem  necessary/'     The  same  words  in 
the  same  sentence  must  receive  the  same  construction: 
but  it  would  surely  be  an  unreasonable  construction  of  the 
clause  to  say  that  aU  the  officers  and  clerks  appointed  to 
assist  the  paymasters  had  a  freehold  interest  in  their  of- 
fice, and  were  not  removable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  com- 
missioners.    The  provisions  contained  in  the  13th  section 
of  the  act  appear  to  us  to  lead  to  the  same  conclusion.     By 
that  section,  the  paymasters  are  to  have  and  receive  for  their 
services  such  salaries,  rewards,  and  allowances  as  the  com- 
missioners of  the  treasury  for  the  time  being  shall  judge 
to  be  reasonable  and  shall  direct  to  be  allowed  to  them. 
The  general  terms  of  this  provision  include  an  authority  to 
diminish  or  to  increase  from  time  to  time  the  salaries  of 
the  paymasters  just  as  the  nature  of  their  services  deserve. 
The  commissioners,  therefore,  under  this  section,  might 
undoubtedly  reduce  the  salary  to  a  nominal  sum,  if  the  du- 
ties  of  the  office  should  become  merely  nominal.    But  it 
is  surely  much  more  consistent  with  the  general  object  of 
the  act,  that  they  may  altogether  dispense  with  the  officers 
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tfaemaelTes  when  they  thmk  them  no  longer  of  uae,  that  is,  Sxah.  Chamber, 
that  they  should  have  the  power  of  removing  them  at 
pleasure,  than  that  the  officers  should  continue  to  hold 
their  offices  for  life,  without  any  real  salary,  and  without 
any  duty  to  perform:  for,  it  would  seem  to  be  an  unrea* 
aonable  construction  of  the  act,  to  hold^  that,  if  ten  pay- 
masters had  been  appointed  when  ten  were  necessary^  and^ 
from  a  change  of  circumstances^  one  alone  was  sufficient 
to  perform  all  the  duties,  yet  that  the  commissioners  of 
the  treasury  have  no  power  of  removing  the  nine^  but 
must  still  retain  the  full  number,  at  a  tenth  part  of  the  sa> 
lary  to  each.  We  therefore  think  that  the  meaning  and 
intention  of  the  statute  was,  and  consequently  that  the  ne- 
cessary construction  of  it  must  be,  that  the  office  so  newly 
created  was  to  be  determinable  at  pleasure,  and  was  not 
an  office  for  life* 

It  is  objectedi  howeyer,  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that 
the  general  preamble  to  the  act  contemplates  the  es- 
tablishment for  the  first  time  o(  permanent  regulations  for 
the  making,  issuing,  and  paying  off  exchequer  bills ;  and 
it  is  contended  that  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury 
have  consequently  only  a  power  to  select  proper  persons, 
not  a  power  to  displace  or  remove  them.  But  we  think 
this  consequence  does  not  necessarily  follow.  It  may  be 
true  that  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury  for  the  time 
being  have  under  the  act  a  permanent  power  of  selecting 
paymasters  aqd  other  officers,  and  of  making  regulations; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  office  itself  of  paymaster 
should  be  on  that  account  permanent  during  the  life  of 
the  appointee.  The  regulaiions  establiahed  under  the  act 
for  the  paying  off  exchequer  bills  will  h0  just  as  perma* 
nent  whether  the  commissioners  have  the  power  to  ap* 
point  paymasters  for  life,  or  during  pleasure  only.  All 
that  the  statute  contemplates  is,  the  permanency  of  the 
office,  notwithstanding  the  change  by  the  appointment  of 
new  sets  of  commissioners  of  the  treasury ;  not  the  per- 
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ExeiL  Chambef,  manency  of  the  office  in  a  particular  indWidual,  or  that  the 
1833.         regulations  which  have  been  once  made  should  be  consi- 
dered unalterable. 

It  is  further  objected,  that,  by  the  11  th  section,  the  pay- 
masters are  made  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
to  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  their  office  as  the 
commissioners  shall  think  fit  or  reasonable  to  establish  for 
the  better  execution  of  the  act  and  the  satisfaction  of  the 
proprietors;  and  it  is  contended  that  such  proTisions 
would  be  altogether  unnecessary  if  the  commissioners  have 
the  power  of  dismissal,  or  if  the  appointment  were  during 
pleasure  only.  If,  indeed,  acts  of  parliament  never  con- 
tained any  thing  but  what  was  strictly  necessary,  this  ar-> 
gument  might  be  entitled^to  some  weight:  but,  if  the  ne- 
cessary inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  other  parts  of  the 
act  is,  as  we  conceive  it  to  be,  that  the  commissioners  can 
appoint  during  pleasure  only,  then  this  provision,  even 
though  in  strictness  unnecessary,  must  be  considered  as 
introduced  pro  majari  cauteld  only.  But  we  think  this 
clause  is  not  without  its  use,  even  though  the  office  of  pay- 
master should  be  held  to  be  an  office  during  pleasure;  for, 
under  it,  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury  would  have 
X>ower  to  make  regulations  to  bind  successive  paymasters 
once  for  all,  instead  of  making  them  de  novo  upon  each 
new  appointment. 

It  is  then  argued,  that,  as  no  mention  is  made  in  this 
section  of  the  power  of  dismissal,  it  must  be  considered 
that  nope  such  exists.  The  answer  to  this  argument  ap- 
pears to  be,  that  the  clause  only  refers  to  the  duty  of  the 
officer  whilst  he  continues  such  officer,  and  such  particu- 
lars  only  are  mentioned  as  equally  relate  to  the  duties  of  the 
office  whether  it  be  for  life  or  during  pleasure;  the  clause 
being  framed  with  reference  to  the  duties  of  the  office,  not 
to  the  duration  of  it.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  that 
clause  seems  to  leave  the  question  where  it  was  before. 
It  is  further  objected  that  the  statute  is  remedial,  and 
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18  therefore  to  be  construed  liberally;  that  one  of  the  mis-  E^ch.  chamber, 
chiefs  intended  to  be  remedied  was,  the  want  of  perma- 
nency of  the  office  of  paymaster^  which  before  the  passing 
of  the  act  was  at  pleasure  only,  being  limited  in  duration 
to  the  continuance  in  office  of  the  commissioners  of  the 
treasury  by  whom  such  appointment  was  made.  It  may 
be  granted  that  one  object  of  the  act  was,  to  make  the  of- 
fice permanent:  but,  if  the  officer  continues  to  hold  his  of- 
fice (as  undoubtedly  be  now  will)  notwithstanding  the 
change  of  the  commissioners  of  the  treasury,  that  object 
is  equally  answered  whether  the  office  itself  be  for  life  or 
during  pleasure  only.  But  then,  it  is  argued  that  the  ap- 
pointment for  life  is  the  only  or  at  all  events  the  best  mode 
by  which  the  persons  appointed  can  be  expected  to  be- 
come qualified  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  office.  It  may 
be»  however,  at  least  doubtful  whether  such  conclusion  is 
just,  when  applied  to  an  office  which  is  merely  ministerial, 
and  not  in  its  nature  demanding  any  very  great  extent  of 
experience  or  abiUty,  but  depending  for  its  discharge  in  a 
more  especial  nianneron  the  industry,  assiduity,  and  integ- 
rity of  the  officer. 

Lastly,  it  is  argued,  that,  if  the  terms  of  this  statute  be 
doubtful,  it  ought  to  be  construed  by  analogy  to  various 
other  statutes  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  which 
a  similar  provision  as  to  the  appointment  of  officers  has 
been  made;  and  in  all  of  which,  it  is  urged,  that,  when- 
ever it  is  intended  there  should  be  a  power  of  revocation 
or  dismissal,  such  power  is  expressly  reserved  by  the  act, 
or  the  appointment  itself  is  directed  to  be  made  during 
pleasure  only.  This  kind  of  argument  is  well  founded  only 
in  those  cases  wiiere  the  construction  of  the  statute  is 
doubtful  or  obscure:  but,  in  the  present  case,  we  think 
the  construction  of  this  statute,  for  the  reasons  before 
given,  is  clear  and  unambiguous.  Where,  however,  such 
powers  of  revocation  or  dismissal  are  expressly  given  by 
any  act  in  which  the  necessary  object  of  the  act  itself  im- 
plies, as  here,  that  the  officer  shall  be  appointed  during 

VOL.  L  Q  Q 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  pleasure  onlv.  we  think,  in  such  cases,  the  insertion  of  the 

power  of  dismissal  or  of  the  clause  that  the  appointment 
is  held  during  pleasure  only,  must  be  referred  to  the  prin- 
ciple  before  adverted  to,  viz.  that  the  provifiion  is  inserted 
ex  abundanti  and  pro  mofori  ccfutela  onlj» 

As  we  think,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  the  first  ex- 
ception must  be  over-ruled,  those  exceptions  whidi  follow 
will  require  less  discussion;  for,  as  to  the  second  excep- 
tion, viz.  that,  upon  the  legal  c^nstlruction  of  what  is  called 
the  deed-poll  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  appointed,  he  had 
a  freehold  in  his  office,  the  first  observation  which  arises  is, 
that  the  instrument  is  no  deed  at  all.  The  mere  annexa* 
tion  of  a  seal  will  not  make  an  instrument  a  deed  which  is 
not  a  deed  in  its  own  nature.  An  award  by  an  arbitrator, 
although  under  seal,  does  not  thereby  become  a  deed. 
And,  in  the  present  case,  where  the  commissioners  have 
merely  a  statutory  power  to  constitute  paymasters  **  by 
writing  under  their  hands,"  the  annexation  of  a  seal  with- 
out the  requisition  or  authority  of  the  statute,  will  not  give 
a  different  effect,  or  impart  different  legal  consequences 
to  the  instrument  by  which  the  authority  is  executed,  than 
if  the  commissioners  had  appointed  by  writing  under  their 
hands  only.  But  the  more  direct  answer  to  this  exception 
is,  that,  if  the  commissioners  had  no  authority  by  the  sta- 
tute to  appoint  for  life,  whatever  may  be  the  frame  of  the 
instrument  by  which  they  make  the  appointment,  it  can- 
not create  a  greater  estate  than  they  had  power  by  the  sta- 
tute to  grant. 

The  third  exception  to  the  charge  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  is,  that,  even  if  the  deed-poll  of  the  Slst  June, 
1811,  granted  the  office  to  the  plaintiff  during  pleasure 
only,  still  the  deed-poll  of  the  5th  January,  1824,  is  no  le- 
gal revocation  of  such  pleasure,  inasmuch  as  it  contains  no 
distinct  clause  of  revocation,  and  no  provision  which  ren- 
.  dered  such  clause  unnecessary.  But,  when  it  is  consider- 
ed that  the  subsequent  appointment  is  that  of  a  new  office' 
in  the  stead  and  place  of  Mr.  Smyih,  it  seems  to  bear  so 
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close  an  analogy  to  the  case  of  tenancy  at  will,  where  a  de-  Exch.  Chamber, 

tnise  to  a  new  tenant  would  be  a  determination  of  the  will 

as  to  the  former  tenant,  as  to  make  it  difficult  to  maintain 

that  the  new  appointment  is  not  a  virtual  revocation  of  the 

former:  at  all  events,  as  the  appointment  of  the  defendant 

to  the  same  office^  and  to  the  receipt  of  the  same  salary, 

is  the  sole  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  founds  his  right 

to  recover  in  this  action,  we  think  it  cannot  be  contended 

by  him  that  such  new  app6intment,  inconsistent  with  the 

continuance  of  the  former,  is  not  a  sufficient  revocation  in 

fact  of  the  pleasure  of  the  commissioners  that  the  plaintiff 

should  continue  in  his  office. 

The  fourth  ground  of  exception  is,  that  the  commission- 
ers having  stated  in  the  appointment  of  the  defendant  that 
the  plaintiff  had  resignedhis  office,  and  this  allegation  not 
having  been  proved,  the  subsequent  appointment  cannot 
operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  former.  But  we  agree  en- 
tirely in  opinion  with  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice,  that  the 
resignation  was  not  a  fact  necessary  to  be  proved  by  the 
defendant  in  this  cause;  and  that,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  resigned  or  not,  the  fact  of  the  appointment  of  a  suc- 
cessor to  the  same  office,  was  a  sufficient  indication  of  the 
commissioners'  pleasure  that  the  plaintiff  should  no  longer 
continue  in  the  possession  of  the  office^ 

And  this  gives  the  answer  to  the  fifth  and  last  exception 
taken,  viz.  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove  the  fact 
of  resignation.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  no  fact  asserted  by 
the  defendant;  but,  secondly,  and  principally,  it  is  a  fact 
immaterial  to  the  issue  between  the  parties;  for,  as  the  of- 
fice is  an  office  during  pleasure  only,  the  will  of  the  com- 
missioners to  determine  the  former  appointment  has  been 
sufficiently  declared  by  the  appointment  of  a  successor. 

But  we  think,  independently  of  the  reasons  before  given 
for  over-ruling  the  several  exceptions  taken  by  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  trial,  that,  upon  another  ground,  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to  the  judgment  of  this  Court:  for,  either  the  defend- 
ant has,  as  the  plaintiff  contends,  been  put  into  his  the 
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Exnh,  Chamber,  plaintiff's  place,  and  appointed  his  successor  to  the  same 

identical  office — and  in  that  case  the  new  appointment 
operates  as  a  revocation  of  the  plaintiff's  grant;  or  the  de- 
fendant has  not  been  placed  in  the  Tery  same  identical  of- 
fice—and in  that  case  the  plaintiff's  grant  is  still  unrevok* 
ed  and  in  existence;  the  plaintiff  is  still  one  of  the  pay- 
masters of  exchequer  hills;  and,  as  the  commissioners  of 
the  treasury  are  not  limited  in  the  number  of  paymasters 
appointed,  it  follows  that  the  defendant  has  been  appoint- 
ed to  another  and  distinct  paymastership  from  that  of  the 
plaintiff.     Upon  the  latter  supposition,  the  money  receir* 
ed  by  the  defendant  has  not  been  money  received  in  re- 
spect of  the  plaintiff's  office,  as  is  the  case  where  there 
can  be  hut  one  officer,  and  the  officer  de  facto  has  received 
the  several  fees  paid  for  performing  the  duties  of  the  of- 
fice;   but  the  money  received  by  the  defendant  is  the 
amount  of  salary  and  allowances  received  by  him  in  respect 
of  his  own  appointment;  and,  in  that  case,  such  money 
cannot  be  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiff.    And,  indeed,  we  cannot  but  think  that  the  decision 
at  which  we  have  arrived  is  no  less  consistent  with  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case  than  with  the  rule  of  law;  for,  it  would  have 
been  most  unjust,  with  respect  to  the  present  defendant, 
that,  after  having  performed  the  duties  of  the  office  for 
nearly  six  years,  he  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  over  the 
emoluments  of  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  had  bestowed  neither 
labour  nor  time  in  the  execution  of  its  duties ;  nor,  for  any 
thing  thatappears  on  this  special  verdict,  had  given  any  pre- 
vious notice  to  the  defendant  of  his  intention  to  dispute 
his  appointment. 

Upon  the  grounds  above  stated,  we  think  that  the  excep- 
tions tendered  at  the  trial  are  untenable,  and  must  be  over- 
ruled; and  that,  in  no  view  of  this  case,  can  the  plaintiff 
be  entitled  to  judgment  in  his  favour;  but  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas, 
1833 
LUNTLY  r.  .  '•-^v " 

XHE  deFendant,  a  practising  barrister,  was  arrested  at  Apractisingbar- 
Newington  on  his  return  home  from  sessions,  where  he  {]!^^J fromlr- 
had  been  engaged  as  counsel  in  prosecuting  and  defend-  Test,  ewnrfo,  wo- 
ing  several  prisoners;    whereupon   Mansel,  referring  to  undo, Md he 
Meekins  v.  Smith  (a),  obtained  a   rule  calling  upon   the  that  privilege 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause,  at  the  risinir  of  the  Court  the  next  *»y  s*^*"S  *"f® 

*  >  o  A  gliop  on  bu 

day,  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged.  return  from  ibe 

Court,  unless  he 
remains  there  an 

Comyn  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit,  which  ""reasonable 
did  not  deny  that  the  defendant  was  returning  from  ses- 
sions home;  but  shewed,  that,  at  the  moment  of  the  arrest, 
the  defendant  was  in  a  picture-shop  near  the  Obelisk. 
This,  he  contended,  was  a  deviation,  which  deprived  the 
defendant  of  his  privilege  from  arrest. 

Per  Curiam. — A  practising  barrister  is  privileged  from 
arrest,  eundo,  tnorando,  et  redeundo.  Here  he  was  pri- 
vileged as  returning  from  the  place  of  business.  If  he  had 
remained  an  unreasonable  time  in  the  shop,  this  privilege 
might  have  been  lost;  but  that  is  not  shewn,  and  the  de« 
fendant  must  therefore  be  discharged  out  of  custody. 

Rule  absolute, 
(o)  1 H.  Bl.  636. 


Hewitt  t?.  Melton. 

cl  UDGMENT  was  signed  against  the  defendant  in  July^  A  defendant 

1832 ;  the  defendant  surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail  on  become  super- 

the  etli  of  November;  and  the  plaintiflTs  attorney,  shortly  be-  ^ll^l^^l^ 

fore  the  enAoi  Michaelmas  Term,  was  about  to  charge  the  charged  in  exe- 
cution, cannot 
afterwards  be 
charged  in  execution  on  the  same  judgment 
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^*^\^^^^*  defendant  in  execution.    The  plaintiff's  attorney,  however, 

v...^^^..^     upon  an  application  of  the  defendant^  agreed  to  postpone 

Hewitt       charging  him  in  execution,  upon  the  defendant's  attorney 

Mflton.       giving  a  written  consent  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  until 

Easter  Term  to  charge  the  defendant  in  execution,  and 

that  no  advantage  should  be  taken. 

In  the  vacation  before  this  term,  the  defendant  took  out 
a  summons  before  Mr.  Baron  Vaughan  for  a  supersedeas. 
When  the  case  was  heard  before  the  learned  Baron,  it 
was  adjourned  for  the  purpose  of  affidavits  being  pro- 
duced as  to  the  defendant's  attorney  having  his  client's 
authority  to  give  the  consent.  The  defendant  then  gave 
notice  of  an  application  to  the  Court  this  term. 

On  the  first  day  of  this  term,  the  defendant  having  been 
charged  in  execution,  an  application  was  subsequently 
made  by — 

Miller,  for  the  discharge  of  the  defendant;  against 
which  cause  was  shewn,  in  the  first  instance,  by — 

Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Miller  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule. 

Cur.  adv.,  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  de- 
livered by — 

Bayley,  B. — There  was  a  case  of  Hewitt  v.  Melton, 
in  which  the  question  was,  whether  the  defendant  was 
entitled  fo  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  of 
his  not  having  been  charged  in  execution  during  two 
terms,  he  not  having  been,  in  point  of  fact,  supersededf 
though  he  was  supersedeable  on  the  above  ground. 

By  the  rule  of  all  the  Courts,  Hil.  2  W.  4,  rule  85, 
*'  The  plaintiff  shall  proceed  to  trial,  or  final  judgment. 
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against  a  prisoner  within  three  terms  inclusive  after  de-  Exch.  of  Pleas, 
claration,  and  shall  cause  the  defendant  to  be  charged  in  '  ^ 

execution  within  two  terms  inclusive  after  such  trial  or  Hewitt 
judgment,  of  which  the  term  in  or  after  which  the  trial  melton. 
was  liad  shall  be  reckoned  one.*' 

In  this  case  an  application  was  made  in  the  course  of 
the  last  vacation  to  my  brother  Vaughan  to  discharge  the 
defendant,  because  he  had  not  been  charged  in  execution 
in  Hilary  Term,  that  being  the  last  of  the  two  terms. 
On  the  hearing  of  that  application,  which  was  subse- 
quently adjourned  for  the  purpose  of  further  affidavits 
being  produced  on  the  subject  of  the  treaty  or  agreement, 
on  the  ground  of  which  the  application  was  opposed,  the 
exact  language  of  the  rule,  HiL  26  &&1  Geo.  3,  was  not 
adverted  to.  By  that  rule,  no  treaty  or  agreement  is  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  a  supersedeas,  unless  it  be  in  writing  signed 
by  the  defendant  or  his  attorney,  or  some  person  duly  au- 
thorized by  the  defendant^  and  it  be  expressed  therein 
that  proceedings  are  stayed  at  the  defendant's  request. 

It  is  therefore  essential  that  there  should  be  something 
in  writing  to  shew  that  the  proceedings  are  stayed  at  the 
defendant's  request.  In  the  present  case,  there  was  a 
written  document,  but  it  did  not  state  that  the  proceed- 
ings were  stayed  at  the  request  of  the  defendant.  It  was 
by  his  consent,  but  did  not  import  to  be  at  his  request. 

It  was  insisted  that  a  notice  given  by  the  defendant, 
that  be  would  not  proceed  on  the  summons,  was  a  wai- 
ver of  his  right  to  make  a  further  application  to  be  dis* 
charged ;  but  we  think  that  that  circumstance  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  waiver.  The  prisoner  might  not  be, 
and  probably  was  not,  aware  of  the  language  of  the  former 
rule ;  he  might  not  be  able  to  bear  the  further  expense  of 
attending  on  the  summons,  or  he  might  be  willing  to  stay 
in  prison  until  the  succeeding  term,  in  order  then  to  make 
an  application  to  the  full  Court,  so  as  to  obtain  a  final 
decision.     We  think  that  it  would  be  hard  upon  a  person 


582  '  CASES  IN  THE  BXCHEQUBR, 

Exch.  rf  Pieas,  in  the  Situation  of  a  prisoner  to  hold  such  a  notice  to  be  a 

s«....^^lL^     waiver.     At  an  early  period  of  the  present,  being  the  next 

Hewitt       ensuing  term,  he  doesapply ;  but,  in  the  intermediate  time, 

McLTON.       he  is  charged  in  execution  on  a  habeas  corpus  ad  saUsfa- 

ciendum  in  this  term;  and  it  is  said,  that  after  being  so 

charged  he  comes  too  late,  because,  as  it  is  contended, 

the  nature  of  the  custody  is  changed.     I  take  it  not  to  be 

sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  exception  from  the  general 

rule,  that  the  nature  of  the  custody  should  be  altered  by 

charging  him  in  execution;   but  that  the  nature  of  the 

custody  must  be  changed  befiore  he  is  supersedeable  for  not 

being  so  charged.     It  is  different  where  the  defendant  has 

been  in  custody  on  mesne  process  only,  and,  before  any 

attempt  to   charge  him  in  execution,  the  nature  of  the 

custody  has  been  changed. 

The  distinction  taken  by  Mr.  Tidd  {a)  is  that  on  which 
the  Court  acts.  If  a  party  be  entitled  to  his  supersedeas 
before  judgment,  he  may,  nevertheless,  be  charged  in  exe- 
cution afterwards,  because,  by  the  judgment,  the  custody 
is  changed ;  but,  if  he  be  entitled  to  his  supersedeas,  after 
judgment  he  cannot  be  detained  or  charged  in  execution. 
The  plaintiff^'s  only  remedy  then  is  by  suing  out  a  new 
writ,  in  an  action  on  the  judgment.  There  must  be  that 
step,  and  he  must  proceed  to  judgment  in  that  action  be- 
fore he  can  charge  in  execution. 

.  In  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Kerstoill  (6),  which  appears  to 
have  been  referred  to  by  Mr.  fVigley  in  moving  for  the 
rule  in  Line  v.  Lowe{c)f  it  was  determined,  that  the  defen- 
dant, having  been  discharged  by  supersedeas  before  judg- 

(a)  1  Tidd,  Pr.  376,  8th  ed.  perscded   or    supersedeable    for 

"  If  the  defendant  be  superseded  want  of  being  charged  in  ezecu- 

or  supersedeable  for  want  of  pro-  tioo,  his  only  remedy  in  that  cast 

ceedings    before    judgment,   the  being  by  action  of  debt  upon  thA 

plaintiff  may,  nevertheless,  take  judgment." 

or  charge  him  in  execution  at  any  (h)  BarneSi  376. 

time  after  judgment.  But  he  can-  (r)  7  East,  330. 
not  do  so  if  the  defendant  be  su- 
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fnefU,  was  not  finally  discharged,  but  after  judgment  was  B^ch,  of  PUat, 
liable  to  be  taken  in  execution ;  though,  where  a  defendant 
is  superseded  after  judgment  for  want  of  being  charged 
in  execution  within  two  terms  after  judgment  obtained^  his 
person  cannot  afterwards  be  taken  in  execution.  There- 
fore, if  the  defendant,  for  want  of  being  charged  in  execu- 
tion>  has  been  superseded,  or  entitled  to  be  superseded, 
for  there  is  no  difference  between  the  one  and  the  other, 
the  plaintiff  is  not  at  liberty  afterwards  to  charge  him  in 
execution. 

The  case  of  Line  v.  Ijowe  (a),  which  was  under  the  consi- 
deration of  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  proceeds  on  the 
ground  I  have  mentioned.  The  defendant,  in  that  case, 
had  been  in  custody  on  mesne  process,  and  had  been  su- 
perseded for  want  of  being  charged  in  execution  within 
two  terms  after  final  judgment,  and  he  was  afterwards 
taken  in  execution  upon  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued 
upon  the  same  judgment.  A  rule  for  his  discharge  having 
been  obtained.  Rose  v.  Christfield  (Jb)  was  referred  to,  as 
qualifying  the  generality  of  the  rule,  that  a  prisoner  once 
supersedeable  is  always  supersedeable;  and  restricting  it 
to  cases  where  a  prisoner  remains  in  the  same  custody 
and  under  the  same  process.  The  Court  took  time  to 
consider,  and  Lord  Ellenborough  afterwards  stated  that 
the  rule  was,  that,  if  the  defendant  is  superseded  for  want 
of  proceedings  before  judgment,  the  plaintiff  may,  after 
obtaining  judgment,  take  the  defendant  in  execution;  but 
otherwise,  if  the  defendant  is  superseded  for  want  of  being 
charged  in  execution. 

In  reality,  a  plaintiff  has  the  defendant  in  custody  for 
two  terms,  and  he  has  during  that  period  his  election  whe- 
ther to  proceed  against  the  goods  of  the  defendant  or  to 
charge  him  in  execution.  If  he  does  not  so  charge  him 
within  that  period  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  his  discharge 

(a)  7  East,  3d0.  {h)  1  T.  R.  591. 
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Ejteb.  qf  Pkas,  under  the  recent  rule.     We  come  to  this  decision  with 
1833* 

great  reluctancci  because,  if  the  defendant  knew  his  rights, 

his  conduct  to  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  fair,  and  he  has 

been  guilty  of  a  gross  fraud ;  but  looking  at  the  rules  and 

authorities,  we  consider  ourselves  bound  to  say  that  the 

defendant  is  entitled  to  have  this  rule  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Slade  p.  Trew. 

The  venue  may  X  HE  defendant,  having  borrowed  money  from  the 
anacSoruTOtt  pl^'nt^ff*  g*^^  ^^^  t^©  following  memorandum  on  un- 
a  written  agree-  stamped  paper: — "I  have  this  day  borrowed  of 

ment  to  pay  »tf,  ,  , 

turn  of  money  Slcuie  250L  at  5/.  per  cent,  interest,  and  have  deposited 
and  if*L?then'  Bccurities  in  his  hands,  and  promise  to  pay  it  next  Juiy  Ist, 
paid  to  secure      and,  if  not  then  paid,  the  said Slade  to  haye  a  right 

the  same  by  *         '  ^ 

mortgage.  to  Call  for  a  mortgage  of  the  premises.   Dated  January  SI  ^ 

1832."  *'  Mem.  that  50/.  since  borrowed  is  on  the  same 
terms."  Upon  these  memoranda  the  plaintiff  declared, 
and 

Wightman,  for  the  defendant,  having  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  change  the  venue  upon  the  usual  affidavit-^- 

J.  Jervis  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  venue 
could  not  be  changed,  because  the  action  was  on  a  written 
contract. 

Lord  Lymduurst,  C.  B. — The  rule  is,  that  the  venue  can- 
not be  changed  in  actions  upon  instruments  under  seal;  but 
there  are  numerous  instances  in  which  the  venue  has  been 
changed  in  actions  upon  written  contracts.  The  venue, 
has  been  changed  in  an  action  upon  an  I  O  U,  and  this 
seems  to  be  within  the  same  principle. 

Ruk  absolute. 


A.  a^eed  to  ad- 
vance B.  a  fum 
of  4000^  on 
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Ejch,  iff  PleaSf 
1833. 

SWEETLAND   V.   SmITH. 

SPECIAL  cusumpsit — The  second  count  of  the  de- 
claration stated^  that,  before  the  making  of  the  agreement, 
&c.  thereinafter  mentioned^  the  defendant  had  requested  mortgage  of  cer- 

i_i-»/*»  ■•  1111.1  i»  ..^rx^,  tain  freehold  and 

tne  piamtin  to  advance  and  lend  him  the  sum  of  4000/.  at  copyhold  pre- 
interest)  after  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  per  annum,  upon  Iheti|r*ement 
the  security  of  certain  freehold  and  copyhold  heredita-  »t™«tipuiated, 

•^  ^  ^  *^ "  that,  within  one 

ments  and  premises  of  him  tlie  said  defendant,  situate,  &c. ;  week  ftom  the 
and  that  thereupon,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  agreement^ B. 
by  a  certain  agreement  then  and  there  made  between  the  A.**oi*hfs*ioii-'^ 
defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  citor  a  complete 

_  iii»»  11  1.        abstract  of  the 

part,  it  was  agreed  between  the  defendant  and  the  plain-  utie  to  the  pre- 
tiff  as  follows,  viz.  that  the  said  defendant  should,  within  a^fuwUtie™ 
one  week  from  the  date  of  the  said  agreement,  make  and  deeds  necessary 

°  to  verify  the 

deliver  to  the  said  plaintiff^  or  his  solicitor,   a  complete  same,  and  de- 
abstract  or  abstracts  of  the  title  of  the  said  defendant  to  ^g'^d^maAe^^ 
the  said  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  and  pre-  onVlnonA 'after 
mises,  and  produce  to  the  solicitor  of  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  delivery  of 

1  .1.1         •         t»    r        *         1        •!        the  abstract:  and 

some  convenient  place  withm  the  city  of  London^  the  title-  it  was  provided 
deeds  and  evidences  of  title  necessary  to  verify  the  said  nof  wiAin*a"^^ 
abstract  or  abstracts  for  comparison  therewith,  and  de-  ^®®''»  deliver 

1111  •**^"  abstract, 

duce  and  shew  a  good  marketable  title  to  the  fee-simple  and  produce  the 

and  copyhold  fee  thereof  respectively,  within  one  month  withln^a  month 

after  the    delivery  of  such  abstract  or  abstracts;   and  ^'of\he^*ab- 

that  the  said  defendant,  and  all  necessary  parties,  should,  etract,  deduce  a 

1  i»    tyt>rvf\i  n      t  •  1  n  marketable  title, 

on  the  payment    of   ooOOL,  part  of   the  said   sum  of  then  it  was  to 
4000/.  by  the  said  plaintiff,  execute  proper  conveyances,  ^  consider  Ae" 
surrenders,  and  assurances,  for  conveying,  surrendering,  agreement  void: 

and,  it  was  fur- 
ther provided,  that  B.  should  forthwith  pay  to  A.  all  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  him  in  inves- 
tigating the  title  to  the  premises,  &c.  Abstracts  of  title  were  delivered  soon  after  the  agreement, 
but  they  were  found  defective.  From  the  34th  of  September,  1831,  the  day  when  the  title  ought 
to  have  been  completed,  until  the  14th  of  May,  1832,  negotiations  were  going  on,  A.  remonstrat- 
ing on  the  badness  of  the  title,  and  informing  B.  that  his  money  had,  during  the  whole  interval, 
been  lying  idle,  and  B.  during  this  interval,  endeavouring  to  amend  his  title  until  the  last-men- 
tioned day,  when  he  fiiiled  to  do  so,  and  the  negotiation  ended.  In  an  action  brought  by  A.  to  re- 
cover the  amount  .of  costs  and  chargea  incurred  by  him  in  investigating  the  title,,  and  also  interest 
on  the  4000^  which  had  been  lying  idle  from  the  24th  of  September  until  the  1 4th  of  May— Held, 
that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  interest. 
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^^\Sfo^^^*  and  assuring  the  said  last-mentioned  premises  unto  or  to 
V      ^      ■'    the  use  of|  or  in  trust  for,  the  said  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  as- 
SwEETLAKD    gigng,  or  to  such  uses  as  he  should  appoint^  subject  to  re- 
Smith.        demption  on  payment  of  the  sum  of  3800/.,  and  the  further 
sum  of  ^00/.9  in  case  the  same  should  have  been  advanced, 
as  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  with  interest,  &c.,  on 
the  expiration  of  three  calendar  months  from  the  date  of 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage ;  with  all  usual  mortgage 
covenants  and  powers  of  sale  upon  default  in  payment  of 
the  said  mortgage  money  or  the  interest;  and  that  the 
defendant  should  also  execute  a  bond  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  penal  sum  of  8000/.,  and  also  a  warrant  of  attorney, 
authorizing  any  attorney  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  to 
confess  judgment  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  be  brought 
against    the    defendant   and    his   heirs  for   recovery  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  premises,  or  any  of  them;   and 
which  said  bond,  warrant  of  attorney,  or  judgment,  were  to 
be  declared  to  be  only  for  securing  to  the  said  plaintiff) 
his  executors  and  administrators,  the  said  sum  of  3800/., 
or  of  4000/.,  as  the  case  might  be,  and  interest,  in  manner 
aforesaid.  And  that  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  said  con- 
veyances, surrenders,  and  assurances,  bond,  warrant  of  at- 
torney, and  any  other  deeds  and  assurances  which  might 
be  requisite  or  necessary  to  perfect  the  title  to  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises,  should  be  prepared  by  the 
solicitor  of  the  said  plaintiff;   and  that  the  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  plaintiff  in  the  investigation  of  the  title  to 
the  said  premises,  and  of  all  such  conveyances,  surrenders, 
and  assurances,  and  of  the  said  last-mentioned  bond,  war- 
rant of  attorney,  and  judgment,  and  of  procuring  the  said 
plaintiff's  admission  to  the  said  copyhold  hereditaments, 
should  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  said  defendant,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns.     And  that,  if  the  said  de- 
fendant should  not,  within  one  week  after  the  date  of  that 
agreement,  deliver  such  abstract  or  abstracts  of  title,  as 
aforesaid,  and  produce  the  said  deeds  and  evidences  of  title 
in  manner  aforesaid,  and,  within  one  month  after  the  delif  ery 
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of  such  abstract  or  abstracts,  deduce  a  marketable  title  to  the  js^cA.  o/  Phat, 

1833 

fee-simple  of  the  freehold  and  the  copyhold-fee  of  the  said  ^ 

copyhold  hereditaments,  free  from  incumbrances,  the  said  Swbetland 
agreement,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  should  (if  he  should  smith. 
think  proper)  be  utterly  void,  notwithstanding  any  rule  (if 
such  rule  there  was,)  that  time  could  not  be  made  of  the  es- 
sence of  a  contract,  or  any  other  rule  or  maxim  whatsoever. 
And  thai  the  said  defendant^  his  executors  or  administrc^ 
iars,  should  forthwith  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  all  costs  and 
charges  incurred  by  him  oY  them  in  investigating  the  title 
to  the  said  premises,  and  of  any  deeds  or  other  instruments 
which  might  have  been  prepared  in  consequence  of  the 
said  agreement,  if  the  same  should  have  been  prepared 
at  the  desire  of  the  said  defendant  or  his  solicitor.  And 
the  plaintiff  agreed,  that,  if  the  defendant  should,  within 
the  respective  times,  deliver  such  abstract  or  abstracts, 
and  produce  such  deeds  and  evidences  as  aforesaid,  and 
deduce  a  clear  and  marketable  title  to  the  fee-simple  and 
copyhold-fee  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  re- 
spectively in  manner  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  should 
and  would,  on  the  execution  of  such  conveyances  and  as- 
surances as  aforesaid,  lend  and  advance  to  the  said  defen- 
dant the  said  sum  of  3800/.  on  the  security  last  aforesaid ; 
and  that  he  should  and  would  advance  and  lend  to  the 
said  defendant,  on  the  security  last  aforesaid,  the  further 
sum  of  200L  when  the  said  defendant  should  have  dis- 
bursed 200/.  in  rebuilding  the  farm-house  on  the  said  he- 
reditaments at  &c.,  and  produce  a  certificate  from  the 
builder  employed,  that  the  said  sum  of  SOO/.  had  been  ex- 
pended in  and  upon  the  rebuilding  of  the  said  farm-house, 
verified  by  affidavit  sworn  before  one  of  his  Majesty's 
Justices  of  the  Peace,  or  a  Master  in  ordinary,  or  a  Mas- 
ter extraordinary  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery.  And 
it  was  lastly  agreed,  that  all  the  costs  and  expenses  of  or 
incident  to  the  said  agreement  should  be  borne  or  paid 
by  the  said  defendant,  his  executors  or  administrators. 
The  declaration  then  set  out  mutual  promises,  and  stated. 
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^'^i^'*"'  ^^^*'  '^^^^°^S^  ^^  plamtiff,  alv^i  fnnn  the  time  of  nuk- 
\.^.,,J_^     ing  the  agteemeDt,  had  been  ready  and  williog  to  pafbna 

SirsBTLAHD  and  fulfil  the  aune  in  all  things  <m  his  part  and  behalf  to 
Smith.  be  performed,  and  to  lend  and  adranoe  the  said  seTeral 
sums  of  3800/.  and  2001.,  according  to  the  conditions  and 
stipulations  of  the  agreement,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  whereof  the 
defendant,  on  &c,  at  &c.,  bad  notice,  and  was  then  and 
there  requested  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  one 
Hettry  Rmngton  Hilt,  the  solicitor  of  him  the  said  plain- 
tiff*, a  complete  abstract  or  complete  abstracts  of  the  title 
of  the  defendant  to  the  laid  hereditaments  and  premises; 
and,  although  the  space  of  one  week  since  the  date  of  the 
said  agreement  had  long  since  elapsed,  to  wit,  at  &c,  yet, 
the  defendant  did  not,  nor  would,  within  the  space  of  one 
week  from  the  dale  of  the  sgreement,  or  at  any  time  before 
or  since,  make  and  deliver  to  the  said  plaintiff*  or  his  said 
solicitor,  a  complete  abstract,  or  complete  abstracts,  of  the 
title  of  him  the  defendant  to  the  freehold  and  copyhold 
hereditaments  and  premises,  but  had  hitherto  whoUy  ne- 
glected and  refused  so  to  do,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  contrary,  &c. 
By  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff"  had  been  deprived  of  all 
the  benefit  and  advantages  which  he  would  bare  derired 
from  the  completion  of  the  mortgage,  and  had  been  put 
to  great  eipenses,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  50/.,  in  endeavouring  to  procure  the  said 
abstract  or  abstracts,  and  to  get  the  mortgage  completed; 
and  Itad  also  lost  all  gains  and  prqfiu  which  he  would  Aatv 
otherwise  gained  and  acquired  by  empl^tfing  and  using 
divers  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  toit,  the  turn  of  4000/.  provided  and 
kept  by  him  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  completion  iff  the 
mortgage.  And  that,  sltiiough  the  costs  and  expenses  of 
or  incident  to  the  agreement  amounted  to  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  50/.,  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice, 
and  nas  requested  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor 
of  (lie  agreement,  and  of  the  promise  of  the  defendant; 
yet,  the  defendant  did  not,  nor  would,  when  so  request- 
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ed,  as  aforesaidi  or  at  any  other  time  before  or^since,  pay   Exck.  rfPieoM, 
the  Bame  to  the  plaintiff^  but  had  hitherto  wholly  refused  ^ 

so  to  do,  contrary  to  the  agreement.  sweetland 

The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second  in  all  respects        smith. 
except  the  breach,  which  was  the  not  making  a  good  title 
within  a  month  from  the  time  of  delivering  the  abstracts. 

At  the  trial,  before  Bayley^  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  was  proved,  that,  soon  after 
the  agreement  was  made,  abstracts  of  title  were  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff;  that  they  were  in  many  respects  defective; 
that,,  from  the  24th  September ^  1831,  the  day  when  the 
title  ought  to  have  been  completed,  until  the  14th  May^ 
183S,  continual  negotiations  were  going  on,  the  plaintiff 
remonstrating  on  the  badness  of  the  title,  and  informing 
the  defendant  that  his  money  had,  during  the  whole  inter- 
val, been  lying  idle,  and  the  defendant  during  this  interval 
endeavouring  by  degrees  to  amend  his  title  until  the  last- 
mentioned  day,  when  he  insisted  that  his  title  was  com- 
plete, and  refused  to  take  further  steps  to  deduce  it. 

Upon  its  being  shewn  that  the  abstracts  were  incom- 
plete, and  that  no  title  whatever  was  made  as  to  thirty 
acres,  part  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  agreement,  the 
plaintiffs  contended,  that,  in  addition  to  the  expenses  of 
the  agreement,  and  of  investigating  the  title,  they  were 
entitled  to  recover  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  upon 
the  mortgage  money,  4O0O/.4  which  had  been  lying  idle 
from  September  24th,  the  day  when  the  title  ought  to  have 
been  completed,  until  May  14th,  when  the  agreement  was 
at  an  end. 

This,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  was  objected  to  on  two 
grounds :  First, — It  was  contended  that  its  being  provided 
by  the  agreement,  that,  if  the  defendant  failed  to  make 
out  a  good  title  within  one  month,  the  plaintiff  should  be 
repaid  the  expenses  of  investigating  it,  excluded  a  claim 
for  the  interest,  upon  the  principle  expressum/dcit  cessare 
taciturn. 

Secondly. — Even  supposing,  when  the  parties  went  on 


590  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUBR, 

Bxck.  rf  Pitas,  after  the  period  of  a  month  mentioned  in  the  agreement^ 
.   ^^'  ..    that  the  plamtiff  might,  under  the  circumstances,  be  en- 
SwEETLAND     titled  to  intcrcst,  there  was  no  count  upon  which  it  could 
Sm?th.       be  recovered.    That  there  ought  to  have  been  a  count  up- 
on an  agreement  to  make  a  title  generally  without  reference 
to  time.    That  this  was  the  contract  between  the  parties 
when  they  were  proceeding  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  agreement. 

Under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Baron,  a  verdict  was 
taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  175/.  1 5«.  8c/.,  with  leave  to  move 
to  reduce  it  by  104/.,  the  amount  claimed  for  interest. 

In  Hilary  Term,  Buit  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  reduce  the 
verdict  accordingly,  against  whicii  cause  was  now  shewn 
by- 

Cle€uby. — The  general  right  of  a  vendee  or  mortgagee 
to  recover  interest  upon  money  kept  lying  idle  in  his  hands 
for  the  purpose  of  completing  a  purchase  or  mortgage,  is 
not  disputed  by  the  present  defendant;  but,  the  question 
is,  whether  the  terms  of  the  agreement  or  the  state  of  the 
pleadings  in  this  instance  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
covering it. 

Fint. — As  to  the  agreement  itself,  there  is  nothing  in  it 
to  exclude  the  claim  for  interest.  It  is  true,  in  case  the  de- 
fendant omits  to  deliver  abstracts  and  make  a  good  title,  as 
stipulated,  he  is  to  repay  the  plaintiff  the  costs  and  charges 
incurred  by  him.  But  this  does  not  exonerate  him  from 
paying  any  other  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  through 
his  breach  of  the  agreement.  The  maxim  expressum 
facil  cessare  taciium  does  not  apply  here,  because  inter- 
est is  not  sought  to  be  recovered  upon  an  implied  contract, 
but  as  part  of  the  damages  resulting  from  the  breach  of  an 
express  contract.  It  is  analogous  to  the  case  of  an  agree- 
ment between  parties  with  a  stipulated  penalty  for  non- 
performance. In  that  case,  a  party  may  recover  damages 
beyond  the  stipulated  penalty,  provided  they  arise  by  rea- 
son of  the  breach  of  the  agreement  by  the  other  party. 
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Harrison  v.   Wright  (a).     But,  in  point  of  fact,  that  part  Exch,  of  Pleas, 
of  the  agreement  which  is  relied  on  as  limiting  the  liability  ^ 

of  the  defendant,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  as  it  now     Sweetland 
stands.     The  eifect  of  the  clause  is,  that,  if  the  defendant        SM^rir. 
did  not  deliver  his  abstracts  or  make  out  his  title  within 
the  time  specified,  then  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  should  be  utterly  void  (if  he  should  think  proper), 
and  the  defendant  should  forthwith  repay  him  his  costs 
and  expenses.     It  is  obvious  that  the  repayment  of  these 
costs  and  expenses  is  stipulated  for  in  case  the  contract 
is  off  at  the  particular  time  mentioned ;    any  limitation, 
therefore,  derived  from  the  mention  of  these  costs  and 
charges  must  be  confined  to  the  same  case.      But  the 
claim  for  interest  arises  wholly  from  the  contract  having 
been  continued  beyond  those  times.     It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  omission  of  all  mention  of  interest  is  not  entitled 
to  any  weight;  had  the  contract  ceased  at  the  times  men- 
tioned, no  claim  for  interest  could  have  arisen.    At  the  ex- 
piration of  these  times,  the  same  contract  continued  in 
force  between  the  parties,  altered  only  so  as  to  be  adapted 
to  their  new  position.    The  clause  relied  on,  on  the  other 
side,  is  not  adapted  to  their  new  position,  and  therefore 
their  rights  and  liabilities  are  not  to  be  construed  by  any 
reference  to  that  clause. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  if  the  plaintiff  has  a  claim 
for  interest,  he  can  recover  it  upon  the  second  count  of 
the  declaration.  There  is  an  averment  in  that  count,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  at  all  times,  from  the  making  of  the  agree- 
ment, ready  to  perform  it  on  his  part,  and  advance  the 
money,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice;  and  the  breach 
assigned  is  that  the  defendant  did  not,  within  the  space  of 
one  week  from  the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  or  at 
any  time,  deliver  the  complete  abstracts  of  title.  Now 
supposing  this  contract  to  be  for  the  delivery  of  complete 

(v)  13  East,  343. 
VOL.  I.  R  R 
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^"*-^^*^'  abatracts  within  a  week,  and  the  partiea  go  on  after- 
■.^_,^__'  wards,  and  the  plaintiff  sustain  loss  thereby,  there  is  no 
SwEETLiMD  ruig  iQ  prevent  his  recovering  thfs  lou  npon  such  a  con- 
shitb.  tract  and  snch  a  breach.  It  is  clear,  that,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  loss  is  a  consequence  of  the  breach  of  this  contract 
Had  it  been  a  necessary  consequence  there  would  have 
been  no  question.  It  Is  a  consequence  to  which  the  de- 
fendant was  a  party,  and  which  arose  for  his  benefit  The 
amount  of  consequential  damage  is  not  always  calculated 
by  strict  reference  to  the  record.  For  instance,  interest 
has  been  held  recoverable  upon  an  indebitaiiu  count  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  where  it  was  proved  that  the 
real  contract  was  for  a  bill  of  exchange,  upon  which  inter- 
est would  have  run.  Marthali  and  Another  v.  POole(a). 
The  waiver  of  the  time  was  merely  an  agreement  to  accept, 
as  a  performance  of  the  original  contract,  a  subsequent 
deUvery  of  the  abstracts.  No  independent  new  contract 
arose;  it  was  a  continuation  of  the  old  one.  Warren  v. 
Stagg,  cited  in  Littler  v.  Holland  (fr).  Cuff  v.  Peim  (e).  If 
that  be  so,  it  is  clear  that  the  consequences  of  the  conti- 
nued contract  must  be,  in  legal  contemplation,  consequen- 
ces of  the  original  one. 

But  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  second  count  is  not, 
strictly  speaking,  an  agreement  to  deliver  abstracts  in  a 
week.  It  is  a  rule  of  construction  that  the  whole  of  an 
instrument  must  be  taken  together.  In  the  early  part  of 
thia  agreement  the  defendant  undertakes  to  deliver  com- 
plete abstracts  in  a  week ;  but  the  subsequent  clause  de- 
claring, that,  in  case  complete  abstracts  shall  not  be  deli- 
vered within  a  week,  the  agreement  shall,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  be  void,  if  he  ihaU  think  proper,  shews  the  real 
construction  of  the  instrument  to  be  the  same  as  an  un- 
dertaking to  deliver  abstracts  generally,  with  an  opUon 


(o)  13  E«st,  98. 
(i)  3TennRep.  591.  (c)  IM.&Sel.  21. 
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reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  declare  off  at  the  end  of  a  £«<^A-  ^S  P^«» 
week  in  case  they  are  not  delivered.   The  averment  in  the  ^  '  - 

second  count,  of  his  readiness  to  perform  tlie  contract  on  Sweetland 
his  part,  shews  that  he  did  not  exercise  this  option ;  and  smith. 
therefore  his  righta  under  this  agreement,  coupled  with 
the  above  averment,  are  precisely  the  same  as  upon  agree- 
ments of  a  similar  nature  which  do  not  specify  any  time. 
If,  therefore,  the  facts  of  the  case  give  the  plaintiff*  a 
claim  for  interest,  it  can  be  recovered  upon  this  count 

Buii^  contrh. — When  the  time  for  the  performance  of 
the  original  contract  has  expired,  and  the  parties  by  their 
conduct  agree  to  a  longer  time,  all  the  terms  applicable  to 
the  original  agreement  are  engrafted  upon  the  new  agree- 
ment, as  far  as  they  are  compatible  therewith*  In  Hot-- 
risen  v.  Wright,  it  was  held,  that  the  party  was  not  con- 
fined to  the  amount  of  the  penalty,  but  might  recover 
damages  beyond  that  amount,  foir  the  general  breach 
of  the  agreement.  That,  however,  is  quite  inapplicable 
to  the  present  case,  which  rather  resembles  the  cases  of 
liquidated  damages,  where  the  party  is  confined  to  the 
amount  of  damages  by  which  he  has  agreed  to  be  bound. 
Here  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  necessity  of  providing  his 
money  before  the  abstracts  were  furnished  and  the  title 
made  out.    The  agreement  did  not  require  him  to  do  so. 

The  parties  having  expressed  what  damages  and  charges 
the  defendant  was  to  pay,  in  case  he  did  not  perform  his 
agreement  within  the  time,  no  additional  damages  can  be 
recovered.  Where  the  parties  have  stipulated  to  pay  par- 
ticular damages^  it  is  surely  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff 
to  say  that  the  law  would  have  idlowed  him  more  if  there 
had  been  no  such  stipulation.  Suppose  that  more  than 
the  law  would  allow  had  been  stipulated  for,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  agreement  not  only  to  pay  for  the  charges  of  inves- 

(a)  15  East,  223. 
B  r2 
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Eich.  ^  puat,  tigating  Uie  title  and  to  pay  interest,  but  also  to  indemni- 
J  fy  against  leas  by  selling  out  of  the  funds,  it  would  be 
SwEETLAMD  ||o  answcr  to  say,  that  the  law  would  only  have  allowed 
bhith.  damages  for  the  two  first.  There  is  no  reason  why  the 
agreementshould  be  departed  from  in  one  case  more  than 
in  the  other.  Supposing  then,  that,  in  the  present  case, 
lees  is  given  than  the  law  would  have  given  to  the  plaintitT, 
the  defendant  baa  a  right  to  say  that  (he  matter  is  pro- 
vided for  by  the  express  stipulation  of  the  bargain. 

In  Grimmaa  v.  Legge  (a),  Bayley,  J.,  said,"  where  there 
is  an  express  contract  between  the  parties,  none  can  be 
implied.  The  plaintiff  therefore,  having  destroyed  his 
right  to  recover  the  rent  according  to  the  contract,  has  de- 
stroyed it  altogether."  And  that  learned  Judge  then  cited 
Cook  V.  Jennings  (&),  in  which  it  was  held,  that,  "  where 
a  party  by  agreement  engaged  to  pay  freight  on  arrival  at 
a  specified  port,  and  the  ship  never  arrived  at  that  port, 
but  landed  her  cargo  at  an  intermediate  point,  and  it  was 
accepted  by  the  freighter,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  a  proportionable  part  of  the  freight  for  such  part 
of  the  voyage  as  the  ship  performed,  because,  where  there 
is  an  express  contract,  the  law  will  not  imply  one." 

It  has  been  said  on  the  other  side,  that  there  is  only 
one  contract  in  this  case;  but,  in  reality,  the  present  case 
resembles  the  case  of  a  tenant  holding  over  after  the 
expiration  of  the  tenancy  specified  in  an  agreement  or 
lease,  who  continues  to  hold  on  the  terms  of  the  original 
agreement  or  lease  as  far  as  they  are  compatible  with 
the  nature  of  such  new  holding.  Here,  if  all  the  terms 
of  the  original  agreement,  applicable  to  the  new  bargain, 
which  related  to  the  extension  of  the  time,  were  held  to  be 
imported  into  the  new  agreement,  there  would  be  in  such 
new  agreement  the  stipulation  as  to  the  damages  to  be  re- 
covered, which  are  for  costs  and  charges  only;  and,  under 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  324.  (i)  7  T.R.  381. 
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such  new  agreement^  general  damages  cannot  be  recovered;  ^*^\^L^^^* 
and^  if  they  could  be  recovered  by  faw,  they  cannot  be  re-     v.— i^^Z— ^ 

covered  without  committing  a  fraud  on  such  new  agree-  s^eetland 
ment.  smith. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Baylby^* — This  was  an  action  on  two  agreements,  and 
there  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiif,  damages,  172/.  IBs,  8d, 
Upon  the  first  agreement  no  question  arose.  Upon  the 
second  agreement,  which  was  set  out  in  the  second  count, 
leave  was  reserved  to  move  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  104/^, 
an  amount  claimed  for  interest.  The  parties  stood  in  the 
situation  of  intended  mortgagor  and  intended  mortgagee. 
The  important  stipulation  in  the  second  agreement  appli- 
cable to  this  case  was,  that,  ''  within  one  week  from  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  the  defendant  should  make  and 
deliver  to  the  plaintiff,  or  his  solicitor,  a  complete  abstract 
or  abstracts  of  the  title  of  the  defendant  to  the  said  free- 
hold and  copyhold  hereditaments  and  premtses,^  nd  pro- 
duce to  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff,  at  some  convenient 
place  in  the  city  of  London,  the  title-deeds  necessary  to 
verify  the  said  abstract  or  abstracts  for  comparison  there- 
with, and  deduce  and  shew  a  good  marketable  title  to  the 
fee-simple  and  copyhold-fee  thereof  respectively,  within 
one  month  after  the  delivery  of  such  abstract  or  ab- 
stracts." And  then  there  was  this  stipulation,  that,  if 
the  defendant  should  not  within  a  week  deliver  such  ab- 
stract, and  produce  the  title-deeds,  and,  within  a  month 
after  the  delivery  of  the  abstract,  deduce  a  marketable 
title,  then  an  option  is  given  to  the  plaintiff^  to  consider 
the  agreement  void,  notwithstanding  any  rule  that  time 
could  not  be  made  the  essence  of  a  contract.  Then  fol- 
lows a  provision  with  respect  to  damages:  '^that  the  de- 
fendant shall  forthwith  pay  to  the  plaintiff  all  costs  and 
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^<?*- »/  P^fUf  charges  incurred  by  him  in  investigating  the  title  to  the 
N....^^^..^    premises,  and  of  any  deed  or  other  instrument  which  may 
SwBETLAND     faavc  bccn  prepared  in  consequence  of  the  said  agreement, 
Smitu.       if  the  same  shall  have  been  prepared  at  the  desire  of  the 
defendant  or  his  solicitor.**     When  parties  are  about  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  subsequent  mortgage,  they 
are  at  liberty  to  prescribe  such  terms,  with  a  view  to  events, 
as  they  shall  think  fit;  they  may  extend  or  limit  the  particu- 
lar instances  and  extent  to  which  damages  sball  be  given; 
and  I  think  that  the  words  ''all  costs  and  charges  incurred 
by  him  in  investigating  the  title,'*  mean  only  what  are  in- 
curred in  so  doing,  and  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
those  words  are  sufficiently  extensive  to  coyer  the  interest 
of  money  lying  by  during  the  time  the  parties  were  in 
treaty.     In  what  situation  was  the  plaintiff?    His  money 
was  lying  at  his  bankers,  and  he  might  have  made  a  bar- 
gain, that,  unless  the  agreement  was  carried  into  effect, 
then  the  loss  of  interest  should  be  paid  and  borne  by  the 
other  party.   He  might  have  made  a  bargain  of  that  descrip- 
tion; but  if  an  express  bargain  is  made,  and  the  language 
is  such  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include 
the  interest,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  that  interest  in 
the  event  of  the  mortgagor  choosing  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract.    Let  us  see  whether  the  language  is  sufficiently 
large  to  cover  interest.     It  is,  ''to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff 
all  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  him  in  investigating  the 
title  ;**  it  is  totally  silent  as  to  interest  on  the  mortgage 
money  lying  by  during  the  interval ;  therefore,  it  seems 
to  me,  if  that  had  been  the  state  of  things  ultimately,  it  is 
impossible  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  interest  was 
payable. 

The  parties  continued  in  treaty  for  four  or  five  months. 
Does  that  make  any  substantial  difference?  It  seems 
to  us,  and  we  have  talked  with  the  other  Judges,  that  it 
does  not  make  any  substantial  difference.  The  plaintifi 
was  at  liberty  to  have  made  a  stipulation  that  interest 
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should  be  paid;  he  does  not,  but  he  goes  on  with  the  ^*^h^^^*^* 
contract  on  the  same  terms.   It  was  perfectly  competent  to     -     \^     ^ 
the  plaintiff  to  have  said,  "I  will  go  on  with  the  contract     swebtland 
if  you  will  agree  to  pay  interest  on  the  money  which  is        Smith. 
lying  idle.**  Nothing  whatever  is  said ;  and  as  nothing  was 
said,  it  seems  to  us  that  it  was  left  to  the  original  contract, 
that  is,  to  pay  all  costs  and  charges  incurred  in  investigat- 
ing the  title.     That  is  the  extent  to  which  the  defendant 
is  liable   by  the  specific  contract.     Tlierefore,  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  interest  was  improperly  allowed,  and  that  the 
present  rule  for  striking  that  out  of  the  damages  assessed 
ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Lucas  9.  Jenner,  Executrix. 

ASSUMPSIT. — Pleas,  the  general  issue  and  plene  ad-  An  executrix 
ministravit.     Justice  obtained  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  Je^nMue*  and 
case  of  a  nonsuit.  p^*^  adminu- 

trauitt  and  Bder- 
warda  moved  for 

Mansel,  who  shewed  cause,  said  he  was  willing  to  give  Vase "©ra  "on^- 
a  peremptory  undertaking  to  try  the  issue  joined  upon  the  •?**•  The  Court 
first  plea,  but  applied  to  be  at  liberty  to  withdraw  his  re-  rule  upon  a  pe- 
plication  to  the  second  plea,  and  take  judgment  of  (issets  tiUngto^ythe 

plaintiff  to  with- 

Justice  objected  to  this,  but,  cation  to  the 

second  plea,  and 
take  judgment 

B A YLEY,  B.,  thought  the  proposition  reasonable ;  and    oCasteuquando, 
the  rule  was  discharged  upon  a  peremptory  undertaking 
to  try  the  first  issue,  the  defendant  being  at  liberty  to  take 
out  a  summons  to  withdraw  his  replication   to   the    se- 
cond plea,  and  take  judgment  of  assets  quando. 

Rule  accordingly. 


CASES    IN    THE    kXCHEQVT.R, 


'  ■■  PeARCE  v.  VlSCENT. 

A  iMUior  dc-  By  order  of  his  Honor  the  Muter  of  the  Rolls,  the 
tttut*  lo  A.  ibr  following  case  was  sent  for  the  opinion  of  this  Courr. 
*hu'dmm"ae-  ^''^^arrf  Pearce,  being,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  hereafter 
Tiled  lU  '''■"-  stated,  and  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  seised  in  fee  of  cer- 
ai  ppnoni],  and  tain  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  in  the  counties  of 
\\\tnof,  •'  tatuch  Hertford  and  Leicester,  and  at  fVeatmituter  and  Ruthden, 
^hb  the  (aid  jj,  jjj^  county  of  Northampton,  by  will,  bearing  date  the 
Hom  orihi  nime  .^Qth  day  of  March,  1813,  duly  executed  and  attested, 

of  Purer,  being       ^         ,  ,  .  ,  , ,   ,         ,  - 

a  male,"  aa  A.  after  (leTising  Certain  estates  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of 

or'^iii D^t'ii-  certain  debts  and  legacies,  and  bequenthing  an  annuity 

nKorbtqueaih,  to  be  paid  ont  of  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  not 
or  nomiiuu  or  ... 

ippwni;  and,  in  thereinbefore   devised,   gave,   devised,   ana    bequeathed 

appoidimenMbe  his  manors  o^  Flomstead  onA  Si.  AgnelU,  in  the  county 

ir'*"'d ^'rtM  "^  Hertford,  and  manor  of  Stanvtici,  m  the  county  of 

ardpremi«."(o  Northampton,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  all  and 
•uchorhuthe  ■  ■     i       •  i  i    i  •■  >      • 

leiutor'a  reu-  every  his  lands,  real   estates,   and   hereditaments,   bo{Ii 

of  iVora** being  '•'P*!'**'*^   ^"*1   copyhold.    Situate    and    being  in   the   sc- 
>  male,  u  ,*.       veral  counties  of  Hertford,  Leicester,  and  Nortltamplon 
Hhould  approve 
oforadopi,"  "if  (cxcept  the  estates  before  devised  to  be  sold,  and  the  ad- 

in*g  at'ihe  death    'owson  of  the  church  or  rectory  of  Hutbands  BotwortA, 

of  ^.,  Lii  hein.    and  the  presentation  thereto),  or  elsewhere  the  same  might 

niainion,  and  be  situated,  uuto  his  said  cousin,  Thomas  Pearce,  and  his 
aarignajfiKBTer."  ,  ,    ,      ■  >  ,<  i .     ..»  ,    ,  ., 

And,  in  cue  A.    Bssigns,  fOT  and  during  the  term  of  hts  hfe  ;  and  the  said 

■hnuldnothi«e 

■dopled  any  luch  mnie  relation,  or  in  case  he  ihoutd  have  made  tueh  adoption  and  there  should 
not  be  any  toch  male  relation  lining  ai  the  lioie  of  llio  deceoH  of  A.,  then  the  teitalor  devised  the 
■aid  eataua  and  prcmiiei  "  unfD  lUt  <uxl  and  ntareit  of  kin  of  him  Ihe  aid  ttitutor.  of  the  name  •>/ 
Plant,  btiag  a  nalt,  or  tht  elder  of  aeh  mall  relationt,  in  cait  Ihtrc  ihoaUt  be  mart  Ihan  our  of 
eqHoi  dtgree  living  of  hii  lie  laid  Ititalor'i  dtcenit,hii  heiri,  eteculori,  odmiBiMtTaliiri,  craiiigHi. 
/or  rurr."  Tlie  leBUtoi  then  gttt  ail  h's  plate,  booka,  picturrt,  bouiehold  goods,  Itc.  to  hii  eie- 
culori,  "  in  IruK  lo  permit  and  auSer  A,  to  have,  uie,  and  enjoy  the  •ime  dmimg  hit  lift,  atid, 
a/ltr  hii  aenaK,  then  in  trail  far  Ihe  perioi  who  ihimid  nccetd  lo  «  ixAenl  hii  Ihe  laid  leilalor; 
real  cMlattt  undrT  and  by  milue  cf  that  hit  uill."  A.,  the  tenant  for  life,  died  without  iisue,  with- 
out haling  executed  the  power  of  adoption  of  a  relation  of  the  teitator's,  according  to  the  will. 
The  next  or  nearest  relation,  or  neareM  of  kin.  of  the  teilHlor,  living  at  hii  decease,  were— finl,  A., 
the  tenant  for  life—iecondly,  B.,  Ibe  plaintiff— 4nd,  thirdly,  C,  Ihe  plaintifT'e  brother.  The  tes- 
tator had  a  brother,  of  the  name  at  Zachary,  who,  if  liring,  or  biiaon,  if  be  had  died  leaving  iuue 
male,  would  h.ire  been  the  teitator'a  next  and  nearest  relaiiun,  and  nearest  of  kin,  of  the  name  of 
I'earcts  but  it  appciircd  that  he  bad  gone  to  tea,  and  bad  not  been  heard  of  for  many  yean:— 
Hrld,  that,  under  Ibete  circuniilancca,  ifZacharg,  the  lentator'b  brother,  died  without  i»ne,  in  the 
IfetimeoflheteaUtor,^.  took  under  the  uKimalc  limitation,  contained  in  the  testator's  nitl,  an  es- 
tate in  fee  simple  in  Ihe  tcslaloi'i  real  ci,<a(u,  and  an  absolute  inlcrest  in  bis  pcraonally. 
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testator  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  said  manors,  ^*^\^^^^^* 
and  his  advowson  of  the  parish  church  or  rectory  of  HuS'  ^  '  ^ 

bands  Bosworth  aforesaid,  with  its  appurtenances,  and  all  Pearcb 
his  lands  and  hereditaments  situate  in  the  counties  of  Vincent. 
Hertford,  Leicester,  Northampton,  and  elsewhere,  with 
their  appurtenances,  and  all  his  stocks,  funds,  and  securi- 
ties for  money,  and  all  and  singular  other  his  real  and 
personal  estate  (save  and  except  as  thereinafter,  or  by  any 
codicil  to  be  added  to  his  said  will,  was  specifically  be- 
queathed or  mentioned),  and  also  all  his,  the  said  testa- 
tor's, copyhold  lands  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  said 
several  counties,  or  wheresoever  else  the  same  might  be 
situate,  except  the  estates  before  devised  to  be  sold,  sub- 
ject nevertheless  to  the  life  estate  thereinbefore  given  to 
his  said  cousin,  Thomas  Pearce,  of  and  in  the  said  manors 
and  manorial  rights,  lands,  hereditaments,  freehold  and 
copyhold  estates,  and  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  there- 
in mentioned,  to  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the 
intents  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the 
powers,  provisoes,  conditions,  declarations,  and  agree- 
ments thereinafter  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared, 
and  thereinafter  stated ;  and,  in  case  such  person  as  there- 
inafter  was  mentioned,  as  his  the  said  testators  said  cousin, 
Thomas  Pearce,  should  approve  of  or  adopt,  should  be 
under  the  age  of  iwenty-one  years  at  the  decease  of  his 
said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  the  said  testator  gave  an  an- 
nual sum  of  2O0L,  to  be  applied  for  and  towards  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  any  person  being  a  male  relation 
of  him  the  said  testator,  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  whom  the 
said  Thomas  Pearce  should  approve  of  and  adopt,  and 
should  signify  the  same  in  writing,  under  his  hand,  which 
he  the  said  testator  did  thereby  authorize  and  direct  him 
the  said  Thomas  Pearce  to  do,  as  soon  after  his  the  said 
testator's  decease  as  he  could  conveniently,  from  the  time 
of  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  s  decease,  until  such 
person  should  have  attained  tlic  age  of  twenty-one  years; 
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Sgek.  of  Pleas,  and  from  and  after  ike  decease  of  his  the  said  testator* s 

1833  ir  t^  *r 

said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  the  said  testator  demised  all 
and  singular  the  said  premises,  as  well  his  real  estate  as 
personal,  as  all  accumulations  thereof,  to  suck  of  kis  ike 
said  tesiatot^s  relations  of  ike  name  of  Pearee^  being  a 
male,  as  his  cousin,  the  said  Thomas  Pearce,  skould,  by 
any  deed  or  wriiing,  signed  by  him  in  the  presence  of  two 
subscribing  witnesses,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  by  him  to  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  give,  devise,  or  bequeath,  or  no- 
minate or  appoint  the  same  to;  and,  in  default  of  any  such 
gift,  devise,  bequest,  or  nomination  or  appointment,  by  his 
the  said  testator's  said  cousin   Thomas  Pearce,  to  or  in 
favour  of  any  such  male  relation  of  him  the  said  testator, 
of  the  name  of  Pearce,  as  aforesaid,  then  the  said  testator 
devised  the  said  estates  and  premises  to  such  of  his  ike  said 
testator's  relations  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  being  a  male, 
as  the  said  Thomas  Pearce  should  approve  of  or  adopt, 
for  the  purposes  of  education  as  aforesaid,  (/*  he  should  be 
living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  the  said  testator's 
said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  and  his  heirs,  executors,  ad« 
ministrators,  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and,  in  case  his  the 
said  testator's  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  should  not  have  ap- 
proved of  or  adopted  any  such  male  relation  of  him  the  said 
testator  as  aforesaid,  or  in  case  he  should  have  made  such 
approval  or  adoption  of  any  such  male  relation  of  his  (the 
said  testator's),  and  there  should  not  be  any  such  male  re- 
lation living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  said  cousin 
Thomas  Pearce,  then  the  said  testator  devised  the  said 
estates  and  premises  unto  the  next  and  nearest  relation  or 
nearest  of  kin  of  him  the  said  testator  of  the  name  of 
Pearce,  being  a  male,  or  the  elder  of  such  male  relations, 
in  case  there  should  be  more  than  one  of  equal  degree 
who  should  be  living  at  his  the  said  testator's  decease, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  for  ever, 
(being  the  clause  to  which  the  questions  referred).  And  as 
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to  the  said  testator's  advowson  or  rectory  of  Husbands  Exeh^  rf  Pleas, 
Bosworth  aforesaid,  the  said  testator  gave  the  first  and 
next  presentation  to  the  same  rectory,  which  should  hap- 
pen upon  his  decease,  unto  certain  persons  therein  men- 
tioned in  succession;  and,  in  case  none  of  them  should 
choose  to  present  themselves,  or  declare  their  intention 
of  so  doing  by  the  time  allowed  them,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, or  should  refuse  the  same,  such  refusal  to  be  de- 
clared as  therein  mentioned,  then  the  said  testator  directed 
that  the  presentation  to  his  said  rectory  or  living  of  Hus- 
bands  Bosworth  should  at  all  times  go  and  belong  to  his 
said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  (whenever  the  said  rectory 
should  become  vacant),  to  present  to  at  all  times  during 
the  life  of  him  the  said  Thomas  Pearce.  And  the  said 
testator  gave  all  his  plate,  books  and  pictures,  household 
goods,  beds,  bedding,  linen,  and  household  fiirniture,  at 
Husbands  Bosworth  and  Stanwick,  in  the  said  will  men- 
tioned, or  elsewhere,  to  his  executors,  in  trust  to  permit 
and  suffer  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  to  have,  use, 
and  enjoy  the  same  during  his  life ;  and,  nfter  his  decease, 

then  in  trust  for  the  persons  who  should  succeed  to  or  iii- 
herii  his  the  said  testators  real  estates,  under  and  by  vir^ 

tue  of  that  his  will;  and  the  said  testator  declared  his 
mind  and  will  to  be,  and  he  did  thereby  order  and  direct 
his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  to  pay  and  apply  so  much 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estates  so  given,  de- 
vised, and  bequeathed  by  him  the  said  testator  to  him  for 
his  life  as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  the  annual  sum  of  200/., 
as  be  in  his  judgment  and  discretion  should  think  proper, 
for  and  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of  such 
person,  being  a  male  relation  of  him  the  said  testator,  of 
the  name  of  Pearce,  whom  his  said  cousin  should  approve 
of  and  adopt,  in  manner  aforesaid,  in  case  such  male  re- 
lation should,  at  the  time  of  his  adoption  by  his  the  said 
testator's  said  cousin,  be  a  minor  under  age,  until  such 
person  should  have  attained  bis  age  of  twenty-one  years. 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  and  lay  out  and  invest  the  residue  of  the  said  annual  sum 
1833. 

^     of  200/.  (not  expended  in  such  maintenance  and  education) 

Pearce       at  interest,  to  accumulate,  in  the  name  of  his  the  said  tes- 
Vincent.      tator's  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  in  some  of  the  public 
funds,  or  upon  government  or  real  securities,  during  the 
minority  of  such  male  relation  of  the  name  of  Pearce  j  and 
the  said  testator   declared  and  directed,  that   his  ''said 
cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  his  executors  and  administrators, 
should  stand  seised  of  such  accumulations,  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  such  male  relations  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  and 
the  same,  with  the  dividends  and  interest,  should  be  as- 
signed to  him  at  such  times,  and  in  such  proportions,  after 
he  should  have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  as 
his  the  said  testator's  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  his  exe- 
cutors or  administrators,  should  think  most  to  his  advan- 
tage; and,  in  case  of  his  death  before  attaining  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  then  tit  trust  for  the  benefit  of  such  male 
relation  of  the  said  testator  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  as 
should,  upon  the  decease  of  his  the  said  testators  said 
cousin,  become  entitled  to  his  the  said  test€Uor*s  estates, 
by  virtue  of  that  his  will;  and,  in  case  such  male  relation 
of  him  the  said  testator,  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  so  ap- 
proved of  and  adopted  by  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce 
as  aforesaid,  should,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  said  cousin,  attain 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  then  the  said  testator  willed  and 
directed  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce,  during  his  life,  to 
pay  and  allow  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates 
so  devised  to  him  for  his  life,  as  aforesaid,  unto  such  male 
relation,  from  the  time  of  his  attaining  twenty-one  years 
of  age,  the  whole  of  the  said  annual  sum  of  200L ;  pro- 
vided also,  and  the  said  testator  declared,  that  it  should 
be  lawful  for,  and  he  did  thereby  authorize  and  empower, 
his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  to  demise  or  lease  all  or 
any  part  of  his  said  manors,  farms,  lands,  and  tenements, 
for  any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding  seven  years, 
to  take  effect  in  possession,  and  at  the  best  and  most  im- 
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proved  annual  rent,  presently  payable,  and  without  taking  £*e^-  f>/  P^^ost 
any  fine  or  premium,  as  therein  mentioned.  J^-^ 

The  said  Richard  Pearce,  the  testator,  departed  this  Pearce 
life  on  the  3rd  day  of  January,  1814,  without  leaving  any  viNcisNT. 
issue,  and  without  having  revoked  or  altered  his  said  urilL 
Thomas  Pearce,  the  said  tenant  for  life  named  in  the  will 
of  the  said  Richard  Pearce,  died  without  issue,  and  never 
did  in  any  manner  execute  the  power  of  adoption  or  se- 
lection of  a  relation  of  the  said  testator  under  or  according 
to  the  said  will. 

The  next  or  nearest  relations,  or  nearest  of  kin,  of  the 
said  testator  Richard  Pearce,  living  at  his  decease,  of  the 
name  of  Pearce,  being  males,  were  his  three  first  cousins; 
first,  the  said  Thomas  Pearce,  the  tenant  for  life,  who  was 
the  son  of  Robert  Pearce,  deceased,  who  was  the  uncle  of 
the  said  Richard  Pearce,  the  testator;  secondly,  iZtc^ref 
Pearce,  the  plaintifFin  this  suit,  who  was  the  son  of  the  said 
testator's  uncle  William  Pearce;  and,  thirdly,  William 
Pearce,  the  brother  of  the  said  plaintiff;  and  the  aforesaid 
three  cousins  were,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  said 
Richard  Pearce,  the  testator,  of  the  respective  ages  fol- 
loiving,  viz.  the  said  Thomas  Pearce,  sixty-seven  years, 
the  said  Richard  Pearce,  the  plaintiff,  sixty-six  years, 
and  his  brother,  the  said  William  Pearce,  fifty-nine 
years.  It  appeared,  also,  from  a  pedigree  annexed  to 
the  case,  that  the  testator  had  a  brother  of  the  name  of 
Zachary,  who  had  gone  to  sea,  and  bad  not  been  heard 
of  for  many  years.  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  were — 

First. — ^Whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  Tho* 
mas  Pearce  took  any  and  what  estate  under  the  ultimate 
limitation  contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator? 

Secondly. — Whether  the  plaintiff,  Richard  Pearce,  took 
any  and  what  estate  under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the 
will? 
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^'^^^^'*'«'      Rogeri  for  the  plaintiff.— The  questions  in  this  case 
resolve  themselves^  in  point  of  fact^  into  one,  whether, 
under  this  devise,  by  possibility^  Thomai  Pearce,  the  te- 
nant for  life,  could  take  under  the  will  an  estate  in  fee? 
Every  provision  contained  in  it  excludes  him  from  taking 
more  than  a  life  estate.     In  default  of  appointment  the 
devise  is  to  the  next  of  kin«     The  limitations,  in  default 
of  appointment,   are  to  parties  who  should  be  entitled 
after  him.    In  the  next  clause,  lower  down,  there  are 
passages  which  give  this  construction  complete  confirmar 
tion.     The  testator  gives  the  right  to  present  to  the  ad- 
vowson  ,in  default  of  the  Other  persons  mentioned  exer- 
cising  their  prior  right,  to  hit  cousm  Tkamas  PetKreCi  to 
present  to  at  all  times  during  the  life  of  him  the  said 
Thomas  Pearce.     And  the  testator  bequeaths  his  plate, 
books,  and  pictures,  household  goods,  &c.,  at  Husbands 
Boswarth  and  Stanwich,  to  his  executors,  in  trust  to  per* 
mit  and  suffer  his  said  cousin,  Thomas  Pearce,  to  have  and 
enjoy  the  same  during  his  life;  and  efier  Us  decease,  then 
in  trust  ybr  the  person  who  should  succeed  to  or  inherit  his 
the  testator's  real  estaies  by  virtue  of  thai  his  wilL    This 
clearly  shews  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  person 
nearest  of  kin  of  his  name,  not  being  Thomas  Pearce,  the 
tenant  for  life,  should  be  the  person  in  whom  the  estates 
should  vest  on  the  death  of  Thomas  Pearce,  or  that  the  re- 
version, subject  to  T%omas  Pe&rce*s  estate,  should  vest  in  the 
next  of  kin.    In  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Wood  (a),  certain  stock 
was  devised  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  and 
dividends  thereof  unto  the  testatrix's  daughter  Marjf, 
during  her  life,  and,  after  the  death  of  her  daughter,  to 
transfer  the  stock  and  pay  the  interest  to  such  person  as 
her  daughter  should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, upon  trust  to  transfer  the  stock  and  pay  the  interest 
unto  the  testatrix's  own  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statute 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  Stn.  400. 
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of  distributions,  to  be  considered  as  a  vested  interest  from  Swh.  ofPteoi, 
the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death.    The  testatrix's  daughter 
died  without  ever  having  had  a  child,  and  without  having 
executed  the  power  of  appointment;  and  Sir  John  Leach, 
then  Vice-Chancellor,  held  '^  that  the  persons  who,  at  the 
testatrix's  death,  would  have  been  her  next  of  kin,  if  her 
daughter  had  been  then  dead  without  children,  were  plainly 
intended  there/'    And  said,  ^*  the  daughter  could  not  be 
such  next  of  kin ;  for  the  persons  intended  were  to  take 
at  her  death ;  and  the  persons  intended  must  have  been 
living  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  for  their  interests  were 
then  to  be  vested."   The  difficulty  in  these  cases  generally 
has  been,  at  what  period  you  are  to  ascertain  who  is  the 
person  to  take — whether  the  persons  living  at  the  testator's 
death,  or  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life?  It  has  been  held 
to  be  the  former.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  says,  in  the  case 
before  cited,  ''The  persons  intended  must  have  been  liv- 
ing at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  for  their  interests  were 
then  to  be  vested."    So  that,  according  to  that  decision, 
the  gift  to  the  next  and  nearest  of  kin  excludes  the  tenant 
for  life,  that  is,  Thomas  Pearee.    But  again,  the  testator 
saying,  next  and  nearest  of  kin,  must  mean  next  and 
nearest  to  ThomaM  Pearce.    The  term  is  used  relatively ; 
common  sense  says  this  is  the  proper  construction.     The 
general  rule  of  construction  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Leigh  V.  Leigh  (a).    There  Mr.  Justice  Latvrenee  says, 
speaking  of  the  construction  of  the  will,  ''  That  depends 
on  whether  the  plaintiff  comes  within  the  meaning  of 
the  words,  as  they  have  been  used  by  the  testator ;  and 
though  it  be  true,  that,  if  that  meaning  be  ascertained, 
no  reasoning  from  supposed  cases  can  induce  the  Court 
to  put  a  different  construction  upon  the  will,  but  can 
only  lead  to  a  conclusion  that  the  testator  did  not  see 
all  the  consequences  of  the  disposition  he  may  have  made, 

(a)  15  Vea.  103. 
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That  is  the  only  ground,  consistently  witli  the  authorities,  '^'^^J'//'''"*' 
upon  which  that  decision  can  be  supported.  There  is  v^.....^^...^ 
nothing  here  shewing  an  intention  to  exclude  the  family  of  Pkarce 
Thomas  Pearce,  if  there  had  been  any.  He  is  not  to  be  Vincent. 
simply  tenant  for  life,  but  to  have  power  to  appoint.  There 
is  no  authority  which  will  exclude  the  words  from  having 
their  general  meaning;  and,  if  they  have  their  general 
meaning,  then  the  plaintiff  must  fail.  Thomas  Pearce 
was  to  have  the  right  to  alter  the  destination  of  the  pro- 
perty, but  he  has  not  thought  right  to  exercise  it.  In 
Holloway  v.  Holloway  (a),  the  testator,  by  a  codicil,  gave 
to  trustees  the  sum  of  5000/.,  in  trust  to  put  the  same  out 
at  interest,  and  to  pay  the  interest  to  his  daughter  Mrs. 
Hindes  during  her  life,  separate  and  apart  from  her  hus- 
band. Then  came  the  following  clause :  '*  And  after  the 
decease  of  my  said  daughter  Hindes^  then,  upon  further 
trust,  that  the  trustees  do  pay  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  unto 
such  child  or  children  of  my  said  daughter  Hindes  as  she 
shall  leave  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  in  such  proportions 
as  she  shall  think  proper  to  give  the  same.  And,  in  case 
she  dies,  leaving  no  child,  then  as  to  1000/.,- part  of  the 
said  5000/.,  in  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns  of  my  daughter.  And  as  to  4000/.,  remainder  of 
the  said  5000/.,  in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  shall 
be  my  heirs-at-law."  The  testator  died,  leaving  Mrs. 
Hindes^  and  two  other  daughters,  his  next  of  kin  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  Mrs.  Hindes  died  without  issue,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  4000/.  vested  in  Mrs.  Hindes  and  the 
two  other  daughters,  being  his  co*heiresses  at  law  and 
next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death.  That  was  a  stronger 
case  than  the  present^  for  there  there  was  a  provision  to 
Mrs.  Hindes  during  life;  and,  therefore,  it  might  be  fairly 
said,  that  the  testator  intended  that  she  should  not  take  any 
thing  more  than  what  he  expressly  gave  her.     So,  in  Doe 

(a)  6  Ve8.  399. 
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^''\^'""'  '*  ^<"'"«"'  (")'  *^«  testator  deviwd  to  his  natural  son}  and 

^ , — J     in  case  of  his  loarriage  with  certain  persons,  or  his  ijiag 

i>EABCE  without  issue,  then  to  his  nephew  for  life;  and,  qfterkude- 
V]vcr,NT.  cease,  then  for  and  amongst  guchperton  andpertoiu,  his 
and  their  heirs,  &c.  a»  ihovld  appear  and  could  be  proud 
to  be  hit  next  of  kin,  in  such  proportions  as  they  would, 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  distributions,  hare  been  entitled 
to  hb  personal  estate  if  he  had  died  intestate;  and  it  vu 
held,  that  the  distribution  was  to  be  amongst  those  who 
were  the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  hit  death, 
though  the  nephew,  to  whom  a  prior  life  estate  was  given, 
were  one  of  them.  There  the  words  were,  "  and  after  his 
decease."  The  struggle  there  was  to  postpone  the  time  of 
vesting  to  the  death  of  the  son.  [Bajflejf,  B. — Tliere,the 
class  of  persons  were  to  take  who  appeared  or  could  be 
proved  to  be  his  next  of  kin.  Lord  Lyndhnrtt. — There 
was  no  inconsistency  there.]  It  is  submitted,  that  there  ii 
no  inconsistency  here.  There  is  nothing  in  the  argumeat 
drawn  from  the  bequest  of  the  personal  estate ;  as  it  is  ob- 
vious,  that,  under  this  will,  the  personal  estate  might  go 
to  other  persons.  But,  it  was  the  object  of  the  testator, 
that  the  property  should  go  to  his  heir-at-law.  The 
plaintiff  does  not  answer  that  description,  for  Thomai 
Pearce  was  the  testator's  heir-at-law.  It  has  been  said, 
that  it  was  intended  for  the  eldest  male  rehition,  not  be- 
ing TAomat  Pearce/  but,  suppose  Thomat  Pearee  had 
died,  leaving  a  son,  would  the  Court  say  that  he  was  ex- 
cluded? Words  of  exclusion  are  never  supplied,  unless 
the  Court  is  forced  by  necessity  to  do  so.  [Lord  Lj/nd- 
hurtt. — If  Thomat  Pearce  took  the  life  estate,  he  would,  sc- 
cording  to  your  argument,  take  the  whole  interest.  Wbat 
was  the  use  of  giving  him  the  power  of  appointing!  Why 
incumber  him  with  these  powers,  when,  according  to  the 
argument,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  whole  interest?]   If 

(a)  3  E«Bi,  27b. 
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ever  there  was  a  ease  for  the  ezdusion  of  the  person  tak-  Bxeh.  qf  Picas, 
ing  the  life  estate^  it  was  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Maxey  (a).  ,  ^^'  ^ 
That  was  a  very  strong  case  against  its  being  held  that  the  pearce 
gift  of  a  life  estate  will  exclude  the  tenant  for  life  from  vu^c'cnt 
taking  the  fee.  [Bayley,  B. — I  think  the  question  there 
wasy  whether  a  remainder  continued  contingent  until  a  par- 
ticular deaths  or  whether  it  vested  before;  and  the  Court 
held  that  it  vested  at  the  death  of  the  testator.]  But,  the 
Court  could  not  have  arrived  at  that  construction^  without 
holding  that  the  gift  of  tlie  life  estate  was  not  sufficient  to 
exclude  him  from  taking  the  fee  ?  In  that  case,  the  testa- 
tor devised  all  his  real  estate  (except  the  estate  at  Smn- 
stead)  to  the  head  of  his  family  for  life,  and  then  to  several 
of  the  junior  branches  in  succession,  to  each  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  the 
ultimate  remainder  to  his  oum  right  heirs;  and  then  de- 
vised his  estate  sXSwinstead  to  some  of  the  junior  branches, 
but  not  to  all  of  those  to  whom  he  had  devised  the  first 
estate^  to  each  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail  male;  **  and,  for  default  of  such  issue," 
devised  that  the  estate  at  Swinstead  should  go  to  such  per- 
son and  persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  as  should 
at  that  time,  (viz.  on  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life 
without  issue  male),  and  from  time  to  time  afterwards,  be 
entitled  to  the  rest  of  his  real  estates  by  virtue  qf  and  un- 
der his  will:  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder in  fee  of  the  estate  at  Swinstead  vested  by  descent 
in  the  person  who  was  the  testator* s  heir  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  should  not  remain  in  contingency  under  the 
will  until  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life  without  issue 
male,  who  was  named  in  the  devise  of  that  estate.  So,  that 
there  is  no  rule  of  law  that  excludes  the  person  taking  the 
hfe  estate  from  taking  the  fee;  and,  unless  it  is  shewn  from 
the  context  that  the  description  applicable  to  him  applies 

(a)  12  East,  589. 
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Exih.  of  PUas,  better  toothers,  he  is  not  ezduded.  Here  Thomas  Pearee 

1833. 

^  '  ^  answers  every  part  of  the  description  substantially  and  li- 
Pearce  terally.  The  plaintiff  does  not  answer  the  description,  ex« 
Vincent,  cept  by  a  forccd  Construction,  and  without  bringing  in 
words  to  assist  him.  [Lord  Lyndhurst. — There  was  a 
Zachary  who  was  a  brother  of  the  testator's.  A  son  of 
his  might  have  appeared.]  That  might  account  for  the 
terms  of  this  will.  There  is  less  reason  for  excluding 
Thomas  Pearee  now  it  is  ascertained  that  there  is  no 
descendant  from  Zachary. 

Rogers,  in  reply.  [Lord  LynMurst^ — Where  is  the 
inconsistency,  if  you  suppose  that  the  testator  thought  that 
Zachary  was  alive,  or  had  left  sons?]  Thomas  Pearee  had 
a  power  of  excluding  Zachary*  {Bayley^  B. — But  sup- 
pose he  did  not,  then  Zachary  would  have  taken;  he  would 
have  been  nearer.  It  would  then  be,  I  give  my  estate  to 
Thomas  Pearee  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appointment, 
and,  in  default  of  appointment,  ioZiachary,  if  living,  with 
remainder  to  hb  descendants,  remainder  to  Thomas,  re- 
raainder  to  Richard,  Supposing  that  Thomas  did  not  take 
a  fee,  there  would  be  this  difficulty,  that  if  Thomas  had 
married  and  had  a  son, — he  might  have  been  bom  after 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  then  the  son  could  not  have 
taken.  Suppose  Thomas  to  have  been  living  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  to  have  married  afterwards  and  had  a 
son,  at  the  death  of  Thomas  Pearee  that  son  would  have 
a  claim  to  the  estate,  if  Thomas  took  a  fee,  but  not  if  he 
took  a  life  estate.]  If  Thomas  Pearee  had  had  issue,  why 
should  he  not  exercise  the  power  in  their  favour?  [Lord 
Lyndhurst — You  want  us  to  do  violence  to  the  words 
used  here.  You  say  tliere  is  contradiction  and  inconsist- 
ency. What  is  the  inconsistency  if  the  testator  had  Zach^ 
ary  in  contemplation  ?]     As  to  HoUoway  v.  HoUoway  {0)9 

{a)  5  Ves.  399. 
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which  is  said  to  bear  closely  on  this^  that  was  merely  leav-  Bxch.  of  Pieat, 
ing  the  property  to  go  as  it  would  at  law.  In  Doe  v.  Maxey, 


it  was  a  disposition  of  the  ultimate  reyersion  to  the  tes- 
tator's heir-at-law ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  said, ''  Is  it  not      Vincent. 
the  same  as  if  it  had  been  to  his  own  right  heirs  ?" 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent: — 

This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel ;  we 
have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion,  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstance, here  stated,  if  Zachary  Pearce,  the  testator's 
brother,  died  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
Thomas  Pearce  took,  under  the  ultimate  limitation  con- 
tained in  the  testator's  will,  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in 
the  testator's  real  estates,  and  an  absolute  interest  in  his 

personalty. 

Lyndiiurst, 

J.  Bayley, 
J.  Vaughan, 

W.  BOLLAND. 


Hildyard  v.  Baker. 

Al.  writ  oi  elegit  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  Mid-  The  Court  will 
dlesex  on  the  3rd  of  April,  returnable  on  the  15th.   On  the  ru™*l,V"  writ'of 
6th  of  April  the  goods  of  the  defendant  were  seized  under  ^^^*  ^°  *  ^^^^ 

day;  at  all 

the  writ.    The  sheriff  having  been  told  that  the  action  events,  not  at  tbe 
would  probably  be  settled,  allowed  the  time  for  the  return  shenffrwUhout 
to  expire  without  selling  or  making  any  return.  **  *^**tiff°^ 

Tyrwhiii  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff,  to  alter 
the  writ,  by  making  it  returnable  on  the  last  day  of  term. 
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Bayley,  B. — Can  we  amend  a  writ  of  execution  by 
altering  the  time  of  the  returnt  Is  there  any  iosttnce 
where  it  has  been  done7  Here  the  writ  was  returnable 
on  the  15th,  and  you  move  on  the  30th  to  alter  the  day  of 
the  return.  At  all  events  it  could  not  be  done  without 
the  plaintiff's  consent. 

Rule  refused. 


GiLHovR  V.  Kino. 
Atamectingof  ASSUMPSIT  on  the  following  undertaking:  — 

thecicdilonori 

fhethi.Cot      "  Mr.  J.  B.  Gilmour,  "  London,  23rd  Oct.,  1829. 

mdk™k»Ve-  "Sir, — In  Consideration ofyouF  having  asseuted  to  be- 
fuscd  to  bnome  come  assignee  under  a  commisBion  of  bankruptcy  against 
nuaesxtd  A.  B.,  Charles  Edward  Gadderer  and  John  Chariea  EdwarHi, 
e/uite"to'be-  '  *'  *"?  expFcsB  wish  and  to  oblige  me,  I  hereby  agree  to 
cofMiMignee.  hold  you  harmless  and  indemnified  against  all  cosU, 
that  be  would  cliarges,  and  expenses  to  which  you  may  become  liable  in 
liei;  bin  on  the  consequence  of  being  such  assignee.  I  am.  Sir,  &c. 
eng.gmiei.tor  "  W   H  KvUt." 

him  ^™r"^^h  ^*  ^^^  *"■'  ^^^'^  BoUand,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
conicqiience)  in  Hilary  Term  last,  it  appeared  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
ta  to^mTw"*  creditors  of  Gadderer  and  Edwardt,  under  a  fiat  of  bank- 
th^^iT"'"'  ™P^y  against  them,  no  creditor  would  consent  to  become 
gBgement  «m  assignee.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  present,  was  applied  to 
*^  by  the  creditors  to  become  the  assignee,  but  he  said  that  he 

would  incur  no  liability  or  risk  of  loss.  Upon  the  defen- 
dant, who  was  the  attorney  to  the  commission,  giving  him 
the  above-stated  indemnity,  the  plaintiflT  consented  to  be- 
come assignee.  He  was  accordingly  appointed;  and  the 
present  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  become 
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liable  in  consequence  of  haying  become  sucli  assignee.  It  Exch  of  PUat, 
was  objected,  that  the  agreement  was  void,  it  being  against 
the  policy  of  the  law  that  the  solicitor  to  the  commission 
should  give  such  indemnity  to  the  assignee.  A  verdict 
having  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  under  the  direction  of  the 
learned  Judge, 

HuichinMou  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  against 
which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

John  fFiUiams  and  Hoggins. — In  the  present  case  there 
was  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  agreement  was  illegal 
or  fraudulent.     The  affairs  were  in  confusion,  and  would 
have  gone  to  ruin.     AH  the  creditors  refused  to  act  as 
assignees.     The  plaintiff  did  not  obtrude  himself;  on  the 
contrary,  it  was  at  the  request  both  of  the  creditors  and  of 
the  bankrupt  that  he  was  induced  to  consent  to  become  the 
assignee.  There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  it  is  illegal, 
that  the  solicitor  to  the  commissiun  should  indemnify  the 
assignee.     In  Ex  parte  Steele  (a),  Lord  Eldon  held,  that 
the   solicitor  choosing  himself  assignee   was  no  ground 
for  super$eding  the  commission.    Ex  parte  Wilson  (6), 
is  a  widely  different  case.     It  was  there  held  a  contempt 
for  a  petitioning  creditor  to  strike  a  docket  at  the  in$tance 
of  a  solicitor  who  undertakes  to  prove  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  to  guarantee  the  petitioning  creditor  against 
any  expenses  he  might  be  put  to  by  issuing  the  commis- 
sion.    In  that  case,  the  proceedings  were  to  be  instituted 
in  consequence  of  the  guarantee  of  the  solicitor ;  in  the 
present  case,  the  commission  had  issued.     The  contract 
here  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors ;  it  was  entered 
into  at  a  public  meeting,  and  the  creditors  were  aware  of, 
and  assented  tO|  the  arrangement. 


(a)  16  Yes.  166.  (6)  Buck,  306. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,       HutcMnson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  contract  in 
^®^*         question  is  bad,  as  being  against  the  policy  of  the  law. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  take 
it  out  of  the  general  rule.     Where  the  assignee  has  re- 
ceived a  guarantee,  he  ceases  to  be  the  controlling  party. 
The  real  control  and  management  is  vested  in  the  soli- 
citor who  has  given  the  indemnity.     In  Ex  parie  Bad- 
cock  (c),  the  Lord   Chancellor  (Lord    Lyndhursi)  said, 
"  There  is  another  part  of  this  case  to  which  I  feel  bound 
to  allude.     I  am  of  opinion  that  an  assignee  is  not  entitled 
to  act  as  solicitor  to  the  commission;  it  is  part  of  the  as- 
signee's duty  to  direct  and  control  the  proceedings  of  the 
solicitor;  and  if  the  offices  be  held  by  the  same  individual, 
.  that  check  must  necessarily  be  lost.     I  think  in  reason, 
and  upon  principle,  that  the  same  person  should  not  be 
permitted  to  fill  two  offices,  one  of  which  is  in  its  nature 
responsible  to  the  other."     It  can  be  of  no  consequence  as 
to  the  illegality  of  such  an  agreement,  whether  it  be  before 
or  after  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  though  it  may  be 
of  importance  to  the  question  whether  the  party  has, 
or  has  not,  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  the  Great  Seal. 
{^Bayley^  B. — ^You  do  not  say  that  it  would  have  been 
illegal  to  take  an  indemnity  from  the  other  creditors,  but 
that  the  solicitor  must  not  give  it.  In  Ex  parte  Wilson^  the 
assignee  was  not  a  stranger.    It  was  a  case  where  he  was 
binding  himself  to  be  the  petitioning  creditor,  on  an  in- 
demnity from  the  solicitor,  whose  interest  it  was  to  take  oat 
the  commission.     I  do  not  see  why  the  assignee  should 
not  do  his  duty  because  he  is  indemnified  by  the  solicitor 
against  loss.    The  Lord  Chancellor  may,  in  the  exercise 
of  his  discretion,   restrain  the  solicitor   from  becoming 
the  assignee.     If  he  do  not  restrain  him,  is  it  illegal  in 
him  to  become  assignee?]    It  is  submitted  that  it  would  be 
illegal,  because  it  is  against  the  general  policy  of  the  law 

(0  MontaiTQe  ^  M'Arthor,  243^ 
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(hat  the  solicitor^  who  is  so  greatly  interested^  should  also  E*ch,  of  PUas, 
fill  the  character  of  the  assignee,  who  ought  to  exercise  a 
controlling  power  over  the  conduct  of  the  solicitor  to  the 
commission.  In  Murray  v.  Reeves  {a) f  an  agreement  that 
a  creditor  of  an  insolvent  debtor  should  withdraw  his  op- 
position to  the  discharge  of  the  insolvent,  and  should  be 
appointed  the  assignee  of  the  estate,  and  receive  100^ 
out  of  it,  was  held  to  be  against  public  policy ;  because  all 
the  creditors  and  the  public  at  large  have  an  interest  that 
the  case  of  an  insolvent  should  be  duly  sifted;  and  a  bar- 
gain, which  bad  for  its  object  the  withdrawing  the  in- 
solvent from  being  so  sifted,  was  therefore  illegal  and  void. 
Here,  it  is  clearly  for  the  interest  of  the  creditors  that 
the  assignee  should  exercise  a  control  over  the  solicitor  to 
the  commission ;  and  an  agreement  which,  in  effect,  takes 
away  such  control,  must  be  against  the  policy  of  the  bank- 
rupt law,  and  therefore  illegal  and  void. 

Bayley,  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  bargain,  which 
has  been  entered  into  by  Mr.  King,  is  not  illegal.  Oilmour 
was  a  stranger  to  the  estate ;  he  was  asked  by  the  creditors 
to  come  forward,  and  there  was  no  room  for  supposing  that 
he  would  not  do  his  duty.  He  is  asked  to  undertake  the 
office  of  assignee,  no  creditor  being  willing  to  accept  it. 
It  was  necessary  that  somebody  should  be  assignee.  Was 
it  to  be  expected  that  a  stranger  should  voluntarily  take 
upon  himself  the  risks  and  liabilities  of  this  office,  from 
which  he  could  not  honestly  derive  any  benefit  ?  Accord- 
ingly, he  says  publicly  that  he  will  be  liable  for  no  loss. 
On  the  indemnity  given  by  the  defendant,  however,  he 
consents  to  become  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt's  es- 
tate. It  is  objected,  that  the  person  giving  the  indem- 
nity is  the  solicitor  to  the  commission ;  and  it  is  said  to  be 
contrary  to  his  duty  as  solicitor  to  the  commission  to  in- 

(0)  8  B.  &  C.  421 ;  2  Man.  &  Ryl  423. 
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Eirek.  of  PhMt,  demiufy  the  assignee.  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  such 

deyiation  from  his  duty  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor.  It 
does  not  follow  that  the  solicitor  should  have  any  control 
over  the  assignee.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  require 
that  he  should  be  indemnified^  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
prevent  the  solicitor  from  being  the  person  to  giro  such 
indemnity. 

The  case  cited  from  Buck  is  widely  different.  In  that 
case  the  petitioning  creditor  struck  the  docket  at  the 
instance  of  the  solicitor,  who  undertook  to  proye  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  and  to  guarantee  the  petitioning  creditor 
against  the  expenses  of  the  commission.  The  indemnity 
there  was  not  giren  to  a  person  who  was  a  stranger  to  the 
estate,  but  to  a  man  who  was  interested  in  the  estate,  and 
to  whom,  as  petitioning  creditor,  the  other  creditors  had  ft 
right  to  look  for  the  due  prosecution  of  the  commissioD. 
It  was,  in  effect,  a  bargain  that  the  petitioning  creditor 
should  give  the  solicitor  the  power  of  working  the  com- 
mission, and  that  he  should  work  it  without  the  petitioning 
creditor  incurring  any  responsibility. 

In  the  present  case  it  does  not  follow  from  the  indem^ 
nity  given  that  King  should  continue  the  solicitor  to  the 
estate.  If  King  had  deviated  from  his  duty  as  solicitor, 
the  indemnity  given  by  him  to  the  assignee  ought  not  to 
have  prevented  the  latter  from  causing  him  to  be  removed 
from  the  situation  of  solicitor ;  and  if  he  had  caused  the 
defendant  to  be  removed  from  that  situation,  it  would  not 
have  taken  away  the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  indem- 
nify the  plaintiff  according  to  the  agreement. 

Vaughan,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLLAND,  B. — It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  gua- 
rantee is  necessarily  illegal,  because  it  is  given  by  the  soli- 
citor to  the  commission.  The  case  does  not  stand  merely 
as  upon  a  bargain  made  between  the  solicitor  and  the 
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assignee  to  the  commission ;  but  there  is  a  public  meeting  E*ch.  rf  Phot, 
at  which  the  plaintiff  was  applied  to  by  the  creditors  to 
become  the  assignee ;  he  tells  them  that  he  will  not  sub- 
ject himself  to  any  liability  of  loss ;  out  of  this  naturally 
flows  the  transaction  of  giving  the  guarantee ;  which,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  present  casOi  is  not  in  my  opinion 
illegaL 

GuRNEYy  B. — I  think  that  the  circumstances  which 
passed  at  the  meeting  divest  the  agreement  to  indem-^ 
oify  of  any  fraudulent  character. 

Rule  accordingly. 


summons 
left  at  the  latt 
time  of  calling. 


Hill  v^  Maule. 

\Jli  a  motion  for  a  disiringas  by  Peiersdotf,  it  appeared  The  affidavit  to 
from  the  affidavit  that  the  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons  tnngas  mast 
had  been  left  on  the  second  instead  of  the  last  time  of  onhe^writ^^^ 
calling. 

Price  and  Godson  made  the  same  motion  in  other 
cases  on  similar  affidavits. 

The  Court  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  copy  must  be 
left  at  the  last  time  of  calling  ;  but  said,  that,  as  it  was  a 
point  on  which  it  was  desirable  that  the  decisions  in  all 
the  Courts  should  be  uniform,  they  would  consult  the 
other  Judges. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B.,  said, 
that  they  had  conferred  with  the  Judges  of  the  other 
Courts,  and  that  all  the  other  Judges  were  of  opinion  that 
the  copy  must  be  left  at  the  last  time  of  calling. 

The  rules  were  refused. 


C&SEK   IN    THE    EXCHEQUES, 


M'CoRDAY  v.  Driscoll  and  Others. 
ApiMwhich       X  RESPASS  for  KBsault  and  battery.     The  declaration 
tifvlMnni  u^'  co"*"'''ed  several  counts,  complaining  of  several  assauitt, 
nuiti  and  fUie    batteries,  and  iinprisoninente. 

I  The  defendants  pleaded  several  special  pleas,  each  go- 
ing to  the  whole  declaration.  Each  special  plea  confessed 
all  the  trespasses  laid  in  the  several  counts,  and  assumed 
to  justify  them  under  process  of  the  Palace  Court;  and 
the  plea  on  which  the  question  arose  alleged,  that  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  forcibly  resisted  and 
opposed  the  execution  of  the  process ;  wherefore  the  de- 
fendants, in  order  to  arrest  the  plaintiff,  and  to  overcome 
his  forcible  resistance  and  opposition,  and  because  tbey 
could  not  otherwise  arrest  him,  nor  overcome  his  resistance 
and  opposition,  committed  the  several  trespasses  in  the 
declaration  mentioned. 

Special  demurrer  assigning,  among  other  causes,  that 
the  plaintiff  having  alleged  several  causes  of  action,  the 
defendants,  though  assuming  to  answer  all,  had  answered 
hut  one  only;  and  that  the  defendants  had,  in  effect, 
alleged  the  distinct  causes  of  action  laid  by  the  plaintiffs  to 
be  one  and  the  same  cause. 

Piatt,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court,  who  called  on — 

Bglet  to  support  the  pleas. — It  is  conceded,  that  if  <> 
plea  assume  to  answer  the  whole  declaration,  and  in  fact 
answer  but  part,  it  is  bad  in  substance.  So,  if  it  allege 
causes  of  action  laid  in  the  declaration  as  several  and  dis- 
tinct to  be  one  and  the  same,  it  is  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer; because  it  imposes  on  the  plaintiff  this  altems- 
tive,  either  to  take  usue  on  an  immaterial  point,  or  else 
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to  abandon  some  cause  of  action  (a),  although  this  mode  of  £«a-  4/*  P^f^» 
pleading  iS|  in  order  to  avoid  prolixity  and  expense,  very  -» 

common.  But  the  plea  here  confesses  distinct  trespasses,  M'Curdat 
and  then  alleges  one  continuing  cause,  adequate  to  the  jus«  drmcoll. 
tification  of  them  all.  It  alleges  the  plaintiff's  resistance  and 
opposition  to  the  execution  of  process,  which  isprimd/acie  a 
continuing  cause.  It  then  alleges  that  such  opposition  made 
the  several  trespasses  necessary^  which  it  could  not  have 
done  unless  it  had  been  a  continuing  resistance,  and  in  du- 
ration co-extensive  with  the  series  of  trespasses.  Besides, 
the  Court  will  supply  the  words  for  which  the  &c.  is  a  sub- 
stitute. Those  words  being  supplied,  the  plea  will  allege, 
that,  at  the  time  when  each  of  the  trespasses  is  respec- 
tively alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the  plaintiff  forcibly 
resisted  and  opposed.  That  is  an  allegation  that  each 
trespass  had  for  its  cause  a  corresponding  opposition  to 
the  execution  of  process*  And  this  construction  of  the 
plea  does  not  make  the  plea  double;  for  though  it  so  con- 
tains different  answers  to  different  parts  of  the  declaration 
respectively,  the  whole  plea  amounts  but  to  one  answer  to 
the  whole  declaration.  If  it  be  said  that  the  continuance 
of  the  cause  is  only  alleged  by  way  of  argument  and  ne- 
cessary inference^  and  not  positively  averred  as  it  ought  to 
have  been,  the  answer  is,  that  argumentativeness  must  be 
assigned  for  cause  of  special  demurrer,  Petehei  v.  Wool- 

m 

sion{b),  and  this  demurrer,  though  special^  does  not  assign 
argumentativeness  for  cause. 

Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  that  there 
was  more  than  one  cause  for  all  these  trespasses. 

Bayley,  B. — There  are  six  assaults  and  four  imprison- 

(a)  See    AUketihead  y.  Blades,         (6)  Aleyn,48;  Com.  Dig.  Plea- 
5  Taunt.    198;   Freeman,   367;      der,  E.  3. 
2  Chitty,  291;  I  Chitty  on  Plead. 
472. 


eso 
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ll<CUftDAT 
DRItCOL. 


^^M/^^'  mento  laid  in  Ibe  dedaratioD*    The  party  justifyiiig  it 

boand  to  cover  the  whole.  I  see  no  reason  whieb  you 
grre  for  assaulting  him  six  tones.  Yon  profess  to  jastify 
foor  imprisonments.  You  shonU  have  shewn  tiMt  cir- 
cumstances existed  by  which  you  had  a  right  (o  imprison 
him,  whereupon  you  imprisoned  him  once;  and  then,  that 
such  and  such  circumstances  occurred,  whereby  you  had  a 
right  to  imprison  him  again,  wherefore  you  imprisoned  htm 
on  the  second  occasion ;  and  so  throughout  But  here  you 
do  not  shew  any  diflferent  occasions. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff*. 


Where  the  a»- 
■ignees  of  a 
baoknipt  pro- 
ceed with  an 
action  brought 
by  the  bank- 
rupt, they  must 
giye  security  for 
all  the  coita. 
An  application 
for  Mcurity  for 
costs  in  such  a 
case,  held  not 
too  late,  al- 
though not 
made  until  the 
end  of  Eaatw 
Term,  the  jCa< 
having  issued  in 
November,  and 
the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing, before 
Eaeter  Term, 
given  notice  of 
trial  for  the  sit- 
tings after  that 
term. 


Mason  e.  Polhill. 

XHIS  was  an  action  brought  in  Easter  Term,  1832,  for 
pirating  an  opera.  The  cause  stood  for  trial  at  the  sittings 
after  TVinity  Term;  but,  in  consequence  of  some  negotia- 
tions for  a  settlement,  the  case  stood  orer* 

The  plaintiff  became  bankrupt  in  November,  and  the 
assignees,  against  his  wish,  went  on  with  the  proceedings, 
and,  previous  to  this  term,  gave  notice  of  trial  for  the  sit- 
tings after  this  term. 

Rylandf  on  the  4th  of  May^  obtained  a  rule  umi ,  calling 
upon  the  assignees  to  give  security  for  costs;  against 
which  cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

Chilton.— The  fiat  was  granted  in  November ^  and  the 
application  is  too  late.  The  assignees  gave  notice  of  trial 
before  the  end  of  the  term.     At  all  events,  the  assignees 
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ought  not  to  be  eaUed  upon  to  giro  aecurity  for  eoets  in-  SmA.  tf  Pinw, 
curred  before  they  had  any  thing  to  do  with  the  aetion. 

BayleYi  B. — They  are  to  receive  the  benefit  of  all  the 
proceedingSi  and  must,  thereforci  find  security  for  all  the 
costs.  With  respect  to  the  lapse  of  time,  thia  is' not  like  a 
case  of  irregularity.  It  is  a  matter  of  right  that  those  who 
are  to  benefit  by  the  proceedings  should  be  liable  for  the 
costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


Brooke  and  Another  v,  Coleman. 

X  HE  defendant  in  this  caae  had  obtained  a  Judge's  order  in  an  affidatit 
for  delivering  up  the  bail-bond  to  be  cancelled  oo  enter-  ^  ^  pt(^b»o'ry 
ing  a  common  appearance^  unless  this  Court  should  other-  "<>'«  or  uu  of 
wise  order  j  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  affidavit  to  amount  for 

V    1 J  .     1    •!  which  the  In- 

nold  to  bail.  itrument  it 

The  affidavit  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  "justly  ^^^^66""***** 
and  truly  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  A.  JB.,  a 
bankrupt,  in  51/.  9^.,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  bill 
of  exchange,  drawn  by  the  said  bankrupt  antecedently  to 
the  JicU  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  him,  upon  and  ac« 
cepted  by  the  said  defendant,  payable  two  months  after 
date,  and  now  remaining  due  and  unpaid.**  The  ground 
of  the  application  to  the  learned  Judge  who  made  the  order 
was,  that  the  affidavit  was  insufficient,  for  not  stating  the 
amount  for  which  the  bill  waa  drawn,  or  the  date,  or  to 
whom  it  was  made  payable. 

Erie  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  learned 
Judge's  order  should  not  be  set  aside.    He  cited  Hanley 
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*"*if^'i"~''  '•  ^*""i''"'  (")»  """^  Lewit  V.  Gompertx  (6),  in  which  the 

^^..^^.L.'     objections  as  to  the  amount  not  being  statedi  if  valid, 

BaooKE       would  have  been  dedsive;  and  he  contended,  tJiat  there  was 

Coleman,      no  authority  for  saying  that  it  is  necessary  to  state  the  date. 

Kelly  shewed  cause. — The  amount  must  be  stated.  -  The 
party  is  only  liable  to  arrest  for  the  principal,  and  not  for 
the  interest,  unless  it  is  made  expressly  payable  on  the 
face  of  the  bill.  IBagtej/,  B. — Interest  does  not  begin  to 
run  until  (he  bill  is  dishonoured^  from  that  time  it  bears 
interest,  which  may  be  recovered  as  damages.  But  if  the 
interest  is  specified  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  it  carries  interest 
from  the  date]  Jiiiies  may  give  interest  even  where  the  in- 
terest is  not  specified,  hut  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so. 
If  they  do,  it  is  by  way  of  damages,  and  they  are  some- 
times told  by  learned  Judges  that  they  are  not  bound  to  al- 
low it.  [BoUattd,  B.— In  Du  Belioix  v.  Lord  Walerpark{c), 
the  jury,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  refused  to 
give  interest,  and  the  Court  of  King^t  Bench  thought  that 
ihey  were  right.] 

Erie,  contrh,  relied  on  Lamb  v,  Edumrdi  (d),  Brad- 
a/iaw  V.  Saddington{e),  Lamb  v.  Newcomb{f),  Warmaley 
v.  Macey  {£),  and  said,  that  in  these  and  many  other  cases 
this  objection  might  have  been  made,  if  it  had  been  sup- 
posed that  there  was  any  validity  in  jc 

Bayley,  B.— We  will  confer  with  the  other  Judges.  It 
certainly  has  been  a  considerable  time  before  this  objection 
has  been  taken,  though  it  might  often  have  arisen.  If, 
however,  the  other  Courts  have  lately  been  in  the  habit  of 
deciding  that  it  is  necessary  that  the  amount  should  be 

(a)  2C.4J.331.  W  7EMt,94. 

(6)  2  C.  &  J.  362.  (/)  2  B.  &  B.  343;  6  J.  B. 

(c)  1  Donl.&Ry.  16.  Moo.  14. 

{dj  5  J.  B.  Moo.  14;  2  B.  &  B.  (?)  5  J.  B.  Moo.  52;  S  B.  ft  B. 

343.  338. 
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stated,  it  is  desirable  that  all  the  Courts  should  be  uniform   Exch.  ofpieas, 

1833. 
in  their  decisions  on  the  point.     If  interest  is  only  reco- 

yerable  as  damages, it  is  not  a  part  of  the  debt;  the  averment 

that  the  defendant  is  indebted  may,  perhaps,  be  thought 

to  amount  to  an  averment  that  he  is  indebted  for  /ynit- 

cipaL 


Brooke 

V. 

Coleman. 


On  a  subsequent  day — 

Bayley,  B.,  said — We  have  applied  to  the  Judges  of 
the  other  Courts  on  the  subject  of  this  motion;  and  we  find 
that  their  opinion  is,  that,  in  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  on 
a  promissory  note  or  a  bill  of  exchange,  it  is  necessary  to 
state  the  amount*  The  present  rule,  therefore,  must  be 
discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Lechmere,  Bart«,  and  Others  r.  Fletcher. 

XHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  de-  A  promise  in 
fendant  and  one  Thomas  Fulljames^  heretofore  and  more  by  the  party 
than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit^  to  uiereby,  to  pay 
wit,  &c.,  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  a  large  sum  of  ^»proporti4m  of 

*^  **      ^     ^         a  joint  debt  more 

money,  to  wit,  250/.,  for  work  and  labour,  commission,  than  six  years 

money  lent,  &c.  &c. ;  and  that  the  defendant  and  FuU-  dent  compli- 
ance with  the 
provisions  of  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  1,  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  thouSh  no  amount  is 
specified  in  the  promise ;  and  a  plaintiff  suing  on  such  promise  is  not  confined  to  nominal  damages, 
but  may  recover  ^e  whole  of  such  proportion  upon  proving  the  amount  by  extrinsic  evidence. 

j1.  and  B.  were  jointly  indebted  to  C;  after  more  than  six  years  had  elapsed  since  the  debt  accrued, 
A.  promised  in  writing  signed  by  him  to  pay  his  proportion  when  applied  to.  Afterwards,  C.  sued 
A,  and  £.  jointly,  in  wdebitatut  asattmptit,  on  the  original  joint  cause  of  action.  B.  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  and  A,  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  the  statute  of  limitations.  A  verdict  passed 
against  B,  on  the  general  issue,  and  for  A,  upon  the  general  issue  and  upon  the  issue  on  the  statute 
of  limitations,  and  judgment  was  entered  for  C,  against  B.,  and  for  A.  against  C.  C.  afterwards 
brought  a  fresh  action  against  A,,  and  dedared  specially  on  the  new  promise  to  pay  his  propor- 
tion : — Held,  that  neither  the  recovery  against  B,,  nor  the  verdict  and  judgment  for  A.,  were  any 
answer  to  the  action  against  A.  on  the  new  promise. 

Payment  of  money  into  Court  on  a  special  count  framed  on  such  new  promise  to  pay  the  defen- 
dant'ft  proportion,  and  averring  the  amount  of  such  proportion  under  a  videlicet,  does  not  admit, 
or  preclude  the  defendant  from  disputing,  the  amount  of  such  proportion. 

VOL.  1.  T    T 
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Bxeh.  <^  PUat,  jame$  promised  to  pay  the  pluntiSB  on  request ;  the  count 
..  then  proceeded  as  follows : — And  whereas  before  and  at 
LecHHEiK  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  of  the  defendants 
Fletcueb.  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  six  years  from  the  making  of 
the  said  promise  of  the  said  defendant  and  Thomai  Fuli- 
jamei  to  pay  the  said  monies  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  from 
the  time  the  causes  of  action  of  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of 
the  said  monies  accrued,  bad  elapsed,  and  the  right  of 
action  of  the  pluntiffg  against  the  defendant  and  Thomas 
FuUjames  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  monies  bad,  by 
reason  of  such  lapse  of  time,  but  not  otherwise,  become 
barred,  hy  virtue  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided ;  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  defend* 
ant's  promise  next  mentioned,  the  said  several  monies  had 
not,  nor  had  either  of  them  or  any  part  thereof,  been  in 
any  manner  paid  or  satisRecI  to  the  plaintiffs  or  eitlier  of 
them,  and  they  were  justly  entitled  to  receive  the  same 
monies,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid.  And  thereupon, 
after  the  said  lapse  of  six  years,  and  within  six  years  next 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  &c.,  the 
defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  by  a  certain 
memorandum  in  writing  then  and  there  signed  by  him, 
promised  the  sud  plaintiffs  to  pay  them,  at  any  time,  his, 
the  defendant's,  proportion  of  the  said  monies,  in  case  the 
plaintiffs  would  apply,  and  on  their  applying  to  him  for 
the  same ;  and  the  plaintiffs  aver,  that  the  defendant's 
proportion  of  the  said  monies  so  unpaid  amounted  to  a 
certain  sum,  to  wit,  a  moiety  of  the  said  monies;  and  that 
ihey,  the  said  plaintiffs,  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  applied 
to  the  defendant  for,  and  required  him  to  pay  to  them, 
Buch  his,  the  defendant's,  proportion  of  the  said  monies. 

The  second  count  stated  the  defendant  and  FuUjamet 
to  be  indebted,  as  in  the  first  count,  and  then  proceeded 
as  follows:— And  whereas  the  said  several  last-mentioned 
monies  being  unpud  and  unsatisfied,  the  defendant  after- 
wards and  within  six  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  the  premises 
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respectively,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  would  apply  to  him  for  ^«*-  of  Plea*, 
his  proportion  of  the   last-mentioned  monies,  then  and  ^ 

there  promised  to  pay  his,  the  defendant's,  proportion  of  Lbchmbre 
the  last-mentioned  several  monies  respectively  to  the  plain-  Fletcher. 
tiffs,  on  such  application  being  made;  and  the  plaintiff's 
aver,  that  the  defendant's  proportion  of  the  last-men- 
tioned several  monies  was  and  is  a  moiety  thereof;  and 
that  they  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  applied  to  him  for 
payment  thereof,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid. 

The  third  count  was  the  common  indebitatus  count. 
Pleas — non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration,  and  the 
statute  of  limitations  to  the  third  count;  and  10^.  was  paid 
into  Court  on  the  special  counts. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke^  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  assizes 
for  the  county  of  Gloucester^  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant and  Futtjames,  more  than  six  years  before  the 
writing  of  the  letter  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  indebted 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  S50/.  In  1830,  the  plaintiffs 
wrote  to  the  defendant  claiming  that  sum ;  and  in  April, 
1831,  the  defendant  wrote  a  letter  to  the  plaintiffs,  in 
which  he  said  that  Fulljames  had  managed  the  cash  con- 
cerns of  the  inclosure  (out  of  which  the  transaction  arose], 
and  added,  **  I  will  at  any  time  pay  my  proportion  of  the 
debt  due  on  application  for  the  same."  Evidence  of  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiff^'s  proportion  was  given. 

It  was  insisted,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  take  the  original  cause  of  action  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that,  at  all  events,  the 
amount  not  being  specified  in  the  letter  of  the  defendant, 
nominal  damages  only  could  be  recovered,  and  that  such 
damages  would  be  covered  by  the  payment  into  Court. 

The  defendant  also  put  in  an  examined  copy  of  a  re- 
cord of  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  against  Fletcher 
and  Fullfames,  in  which  they  had  declared  in  indebitatus 
€issumpsit  upon  the  original  cause  of  action,  and  in  which 
Fletcher  had  pleaded  non  assumpsit  and  the  statute  of  li- 
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£»A.  tf  PUai,  mitaliona,  and  FuUjamet  had  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
'  and  in  which  a  verdict  had  passed  for  the  plaintiffs  against 
LicHutRB  FuUfames,  and  against  the  plaintiffs  for  Fletcher,  on  both 
Flitchei.  the  issues  joined  with  him;  and  upon  which  verdict  judg- 
ment had  been  entered  up  as  follows:  "Therefore,  it 
is  considered  that  the  said  plaintiffs  recover  against  the 
said  defendant  Thomas  FuUjames,  the  said  damages,  so  as 
aforesaid  assessed  by  the  said  jury,  and  also  73/.  10«.  ad- 
judged by  the  said  Court  to  the  said  plaintiffs  at  their  re- 
quest, which  damages  amount  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of 
281/.  I0«.;  and  the  said  defendant  ThomoM  Ftd^ames'm 
mercy,  &c  And  it  is  further  considered  by  the  said 
Court  here,  as  to  the  issues  within  joined  between  the  said 
plaintiffi  and  the  said  defendant  John  Fletcher,  that  the 
said  plaintiffs  take  nothing  by  their  said  bill  against  the 
said  defendant  John  Fletcher,  but  that  they  be  in  mercy, 
&c.,  for  their  false  claim ;  and,  that  the  said  defendant 
John  Fletcher  go  thereof  without  day,  &c.  And,  it  is  fur> 
ther  considered  by  the  said  Court  now  here,  that  the  said 
defendant  John  Fletcher  do  recover  against  the  said  plain- 
tiffs, 45/.  18i.  &d.  adjudged  by  the  same  Court  here,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, to  the  said  defendant,  John  Fletcher,  for  his  ex- 
penses and  costs  by  him,  in  his  defence  in  this  behalf 
sustained,  and  by  his  assent  a<ljudged"  (a). 

The  defendant  insisted  that  this  judgment  against  FuU- 
james, a  co-contractor,  was  a  bar  to  the  present  action 
against  Fletcher. 

A  verdict  passed  for  the  pluntiff",  under  the  direction  of 
the  learned  Judge,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  more  (o 
enter  a  nonsuit. 

{a)  In  the  joint  action  which  framed  on  the  originsl  cause  of  Jic- 

ivaa  in  the  King't  Bench,  that  Court  tion),but  mutt  declare  apedallf  on 

were  of  opiaion,  that  th«  plaintiff  the  new  promise  to  pay  the  defend- 

could  not  recover  upon  Flelchrr's  ant's  f/efcAtr'i  proportion  when  he 

newpromiBe,(lbedec]arationbeing  should  be  applied  to. 
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Curwood  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  against  which,  ^^\^..^^^** 

cause  was  now  shewn  by  v^...,,^..-^ 

Leohmbre 

V. 

Ludlow,  Serjt. — The  payment  of  money  into  Court  on  Fletcubr. 
these  special  counts  admits  the  whole  cause  of  action, 
and  the  amount  as  averred.  Where  money  is  paid  into 
Court  on  any  special  count,  in  which  there  is  a  tangible 
averment  of  a  specific  sum  being  due,  the  defendant  can- 
not afterwards  dispute  such  amount.  Cox  v.  Brain  (a). 
[Bayley,  B. — He  admits  the  contract,  and  the  breach  of 
the  contract,  but  he  disputes  the  amount,  and  asserts,  that 
no  more  than  what  has  been  paid  into  Court  is  due.  Here 
the  amount  is  laid  under  a  videlicet.  In  Sioveld  v.  Brew- 
in  (6),  the  declaration  was  on  an  agreement  to  sell  some  bark 
at  the  average  price  at  which  the  plaintiff  had  sold  or 
might  sell  the  same,  and  there  was  an  averment  that  such 
average  price  amounted  to  a  certain  sum,  which  was  laid 
under  a  videlicet.  It  was  held,  that  payment  of  money 
into  Court  did  not  admit  the  average  price.  Vaughan, 
B. — In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  by  paying^money 
into  Court  on  a  count  alleging  a  total  loss,  you  do  not  ad- 
mit a  total  loss.  Is  the  averment  of  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
portion in  this  case  so  material,  that,  if  anotlier  was  proved 
to  be  the  true  amount^  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  non- 
suited?] There  is  no  plea  of  any  judgment  recovered,  and 
therefore  the  plaintiff  is  not  estopped,  even  if  the  judg- 
ment against  FuUjames  would  have  been  a  bar.  But  it 
can  be  no  bar,  being  a  judgment  on  a  different  question. 
The  cause  of  action  in  the  former  suit  was  different.  It 
was  a  joint  cause  of  action  for  the  whole  debt.  This  is  a 
new  cause  of  action  against  the  present  defendant,  on  his 
new  promise  to  pay  his  proportion.  There  was  a  moral 
obligation  on  him  to  pay  at  least  his  proportion.  The  sta- 
tute of  limitations  cannot  apply.  It  can  be  no  answer  to  a 
new  promise  made  within  the  six  years  on  which  the 
plaintiff  has  declared. 

{a)  3  Taunt.  95.  (6)  2  B.  &  A.  116. 
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;  Ctmeood,  conJrd.— It  is  quite  clearly  settled,  that  pay- 
ment of  money  into  Court  admits  the  contract  as  laid,  and 
the  breach  of  such  contract,  but  not  the  amount  sought  to 
be  recoTered.  There  are  two  questions  in  the  case: — Firtt, 
whether  it  is  not  necessary,  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  that  the 
whole  promise  should  be  in  writing ;  and  secondly,  whether 
the  present  action  is  not  barred  by  the  recovery  against 
FuUjames  in  the  former  action.  Firtt,  as  to  the  question 
on  the  9  Geo.  4.  [Bayley,  B. — Does  the  question  on  that 
act  arise  in  this  case?  Can  the  statute  of  limitations  be 
taken  advantage  of  where  it  is  not  pleaded?]  The  quei- 
lion  is  the  same  as  in  Diekinton  t.  Hatfield  (a).  [Batfleg,  B. 
There  the  statute  was  pleaded.]  Here,  it  appears  on  the 
declaration,  that  the  original  debt  would  be  barred  by  the 
statute;  but  tbey  attempt  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute,  by 
shewing  a  promise  in  wnting.  The  whole  of  that  pro- 
mise should  be  in  writing.  An  acknowledgment  or  promise, 
which,  before  Lord  Tenlerden't  act,  would  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  must  now  be  in  writing. 
But,  it  is  submitted,  that  the  whole  must  be  in  writing,  and 
that  it  is  not  competent  for  a  plaintiff  to  supply  any  part 
by  parol,  which  would  let  in  all  the  mischiefs  the  late  sta- 
tute was  intended  to  prevent.  Kennett  v.  MUbank  {b)  is 
an  express  authority,  that  such  a  general  acknowledgment 
of  an  unascertained  amount  is  not  sufficient,  within  the 
late  act;  and  in  Dickinaon  v,  Hatfield,  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  by  Lord  Tenterden  to  take  nominal  damages  only. 
Here,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  upon  this  pro- 
mise to  pay  an  unascertained  amount,  he  can  only  be  en- 
tilled  to  recover  nominal  damages,  and  these  are  covered 
by  the  I0«.  which  has  been  paid  into  Court. 

Secondly. — By  the  judgment  in  the  former  action,  the 
original  debt  is  totally  extinguished.     Higginst  case  ic), 

(«)  2  M.  &  M.  14 1  i  5  Car.  &  P.  46. 
[t)   I  M.&  !*cotl,  102;  S.C.8  Ding.  3?.  (c)  6  Bep.46. 
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Com.  Dig.  Action  (K).     [Bayley,  B. — The  plaintiffhas  no  Exek.  of  pieas, 
security  at  all  against  the  present  defendant.]     The  autho-     v_^^fl^ 
ritiesshewy  that  whether  the  debt  be  levied  or  not,  and  even     lechmehk 
if  there  be  a  writ  of  error  brought,  still,  until  the  judgment     Fletcher 
be  reversed,  it  is  a  bar  to  a  fresh  action.     [Bayley,  B. — 
This  is  not  an  action  upon  the  same,  but  upon  a  new  con- 
tract; the  defendant,  by  the  new  contract,  binds  himself 
separately,  not  jointly ;  he  binds  himself  to  pay  his  pro- 
portion only,  not  the  whole — he  varies  the  nature  of  his 
liability  under  the  new  contract.    Suppose,  that,  on  a  joint 
and  several  promissory  note,  you  sue  one  and  get  a  judg- 
ment, you  may  sue  the  other.]     That  is  an  excepted  case, 
because  the  contract  is  several  as  well  as  joint.     The  case 
of  a  joint  and  several  bond  is  put  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  at  the  end  of  Higgins^s  case.   In  the  former 
action  there  was  judgment  against  one  co-contractor  of  a 

joint  and  not  a  several  debt. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Bayley,  B. — This  was  an  action  upon  a  special  promise 

to  pay  a  debt  due  jointly  from  the  defendant  and  one  Full- 

james^  and  contracted  more  than  six  years  before  the  time 

when  the  promise,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  present 

action,  was  made. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  sets  out  the  facts,  and 
then  states,  that  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  by  a  memorandum  in  writing,  then  and  there 
signed  by  him,  promised  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  them,  at  any 
time,  his,  the  said  defendant's,  proportion  of  the  said 
monies,  in  case  the  plaintiffs  would  apply,  and  on  their  ap- 
plying to  him  for  the  same.  It  is  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  not  on  any  consideration  of  forbearance ;  pro- 
bably, because  no  such  consideration  could  have  been 
made  out  to  have  existed  in  point  of  fact.  It  was  not, 
therefore,  a  substituted  contract,  but  an  additional  new 
contract. 
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t*. 
Fletcher. 


Exch,  of  Pleat,      "^'^^  objections  were  taken   to  the  plaintiffs*  right  to 

18.'^3.        recover.     The  first  was  upon  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Lechmere     ^ii^  defendant  had  paid  10«.  into  Court,  and  had  thereby 

admitted  such  a  contract  as  that  declared  on^  that  is,  a 

promise  to  pay  his  proportion  when  applied  to. 

The  objection  on  the  statute  was,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  9  Geo.  4>  c.  14,  s.  1,  it  is  es- 
sential that  the  acknowledgment  or  promise  in  writing,  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations^  should  spe- 
cify the  amount;  and  that,  where  the  amount  is  not  spe- 
cified, nominal  damages  only  can  be  recovered;  and,  upon 
that  construction  of  the  statute,  the  defendant  has  paid 
lOf.  into  Court,  so  as  to  cover  any  claim  for  nominal 
damages. 

The  statute  of  9  Creo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  1,  does  not,  in  terms, 
state  any  thing  as  to  the  necessity  of  specifying  the  amount, 
either  in  an  acknowledgment  or  promise ;  it  says  only,  that 
"  In  actions  of  debt,  or  upon  the  case  grounded  on  any 
simple  contract,  no  acknowledgment  or  promise  by  words 
only  shall  be  deemed  sufiicient  evidence  of  a  new  or  con- 
tinuing contract,  whereby  to  take  any  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  enactments  of  the  21  James  1,  c.  16, 
unless  such  acknowledgment  or  promise  be  made  or  con- 
tained by  or  in  sonic  writing,  signed  by  the  party  charge- 
able thereby." 

Mr.  Curwood  relied  on  Kenneit  v.  Milbank  (a),  as  estab- 
lishing the  position,  that  an  acknowledgment  or  promise 
is  not  evidence  of  a  new  or  continuing  contract,  unless  it 
specify  the  amount  of  the  money  due.  The  language 
of  the  act  of  parliament  certainly  does  not  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion that  such  specification  is  necessary;  and,  upon 
looking  into  the  authorities,  we  do  not  think  that  they  mi- 
litate against  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have  arrived,  that 
a  general  promise  in  writing,  not  specifying  the  amount, 

(«)  I  M.  &  Scott,  108 i  5.  C.  8  Bingb.  3?. 
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but  which  can  be  made  certain  as  to  the  amount  by  ex-  ExcH.  of  Pleas, 
trinsic  evidence^  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  .  ^'  > 
operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Kenneit  v.  Mil-  LscHicBaB 
bank  is  relied  on  as  an  express  authority  on  the  pointi  in  Fletcher. 
favour  of  the  defendant ;  but,  it  will  be  found,  that  the 
present  was  not  the  point  adjudged  upon  in  that  case.  It 
was  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  statute  of 
limitations  was  pleaded.  The  plaintiff,  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  statute,  relied  on  a  composition-deed  signed  by  the 
defendant,  which  recited,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  and  others,  with  a  proviso  for  making  void 
the  deed,  if  all  the  creditors,  to  the  amount  of  10/.  or  up- 
wards, did  not  sign.  The  plaintiff  did  not  execute  the 
deed.  The  deed  did  not  specify  the  plaintiff's  debt;  it 
did  not  appear  that  it  applied  to  the  debt  on  the  note. 
Now,  as  an  acknowledgment  is  only  evidence  of  a  promise, 
some  of  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  were  of  opinion, 
that  the  deed  was  not  evidence  of  any  new  promise ;  the 
creditors  had  not  signed,  and  the  deed  was  void.  Others 
of  the  Judges  put  it  on  the  ground,  that  there  was  no  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was 
suing;  and,  if  there  were  no  acknowledgment  of  that, 
then  there  could  be  no  fresh  promise  to  pay  that  debt. 
The  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  who  decided  that  case  was, 
that  the  deed  did  not  raise  any  promise,  or  amount  to 
an  acknowledgment  from  which  a  fresh  promise  could  be 
implied.  Kennett  v.  Milbank  was  pressed  upon  Lord  Ten^ 
terden^  in  Dickinson  v.  Hatfield  (a),  where,  the  plaintiff, 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  produced 
a  letter  from  the  defendant,  containing  a  promise  to  pay 
the  balance  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiff.  There  was  no 
evidence  to  prove  what  the  balance  was.  Lord  Tenierden 
said,  upon  the  best  consideration  he  could  give  the  case,  the 

(a)  2  M.  &  M.  141;  5  Carr.  &  P.  46. 
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fret,  of  PUn,  letter  was  evidence ofaneworcontinuingcontract, and en- 
>  titled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict.   "  Tlie  act  (he  said)  doea  not 

Lecumaii  require  the  amount  of  the  debt  to  be  specified.  Before  it 
Flbtcubl  pasted,  a  verbal  promise  to  pay  the  balance  would  bare 
entitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover:  a  similar  promise  in  writ- 
ing will  have  the  same  effect  now ;  but,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  what  the  balance  is,  there  can  only  be  oo- 
minal  damages."  The  case  of  Dickinaon  v.  Hatfield,  then, 
instead  of  being  an  authority  for  the  defendant,  ia  an  au- 
thority the  other  way.  What  fell  from  Lord  TeHierden, 
was  a  plain  intimation  of  his  opinion  on  the  construction 
of  the  statute. 

Suppose,  a  debt  exists  of  considerable  standing,  and 
suppose  the  defendant  to  write — "  I  do  not  know  the 
amount,  as  we  have  had  no  settlement;  nothing,  however, 
has  been  paid,  but  if  you  will  ascertain  what  the  amount 
b,  I  will  pay  you."  I  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  statute 
to  prevent  evidence  being  given  to  prove  such  amount; 
and  that,  if  there  be  such  proof,  the  platnUff  may  recover 
the  whole  amount,  and  u  not  confined  to  nominal  damages. 
The  next  point  is,  whether  this  action  is  barred  by  the 
judgment  in  the  former  action,  which  was  brought  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  by  the  present  plaintiffs  against 
Fletcher  and  FuUjamet,  jointly.  I'hat  action  was  com- 
menced against  Fletcher  and  FuUjamet  after  the  promise, 
which  was  the  foundation  of  the  present  action,  and  it 
charged  them  joinlly  with  the  original  cause  of  action. 
FvUjames  pleaded  the  general  issue  only,  and  Fletcher 
pleaded  the  general  issue  and  the  statute  of  limitations. 
The  mode  in  which  the  verdict  ia  entered  is  singular:  there 
a  a  verdict  against  Ful^amei  on  the  general  issue ;  there 
9  also  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Fletcher,  on  the  general 
ssue,  and  upon  the  statute  of  limitations.  How  it  hap- 
pened that  the  verdict  was  entered  against  the  plmntiffs, 
and  for  the  defendant  Fletcher  on  the  general  issue,  does  not 
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appear.  Mr.  Curwood  pressed  upon  us,  and  brought  before  bxcK  of  pum, 
us  cases  to  prove,  that,  by  reason  of  this  judgment  against  ,  ^^^'  ^ 
FuUjames^  the  co-contractor  of  the  present  defendant,  the  lechm ere 
debt  had  passed  in  remjudicatam^  and  was  annihilated  as  pi^btcbbr. 
a  simple  contract  between  the  parties;  and  that,  therefore, 
Fletcher  was  no  longer  liable  to  be  sued  on  the  joint  debt. 
In  Higgins's  case,  in  debt  on  bond  by  an  executor, 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  former  recovery  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  by  the  testator,  upon  the  same  bond, 
without  alleging  execution ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
the  executor  was  bound  to  proceed  upon  that  judgment, 
or  was  at  liberty  to  have  a  new  action ;  and  it  was  resolved, 
that,  as  long  as  the  judgment  remained  in  force,  he  could 
not  have  a  new  action.  There,  the  original  action  by  the 
testator  was  against  the  very  defendant  whom  the  execu* 
tor  was  suing  in  the  second  action  on  the  same  bond ;  and 
the  question  was,  whether  the  executor  had  or  had  not 
the  option  of  disregarding  the  judgment,  and  bringing  a 
new  action  upon  the  bond.  The  Court  decided  that  he 
had  not;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  propriety  of 
that  decision,  because,  as  laid  down  in  the  first  resolution 
in  Higgins's  case,  ''  where  a  man  has  a  debt  on  a  bond, 
and  by  ordinary  course  of  law  has  judgment  thereon,  the 
contract  by  specialty,  which  is  of  an  inferior  nature,  is, 
by  judgment  of  law,  changed  into  a  matter  of  record,  which 
is  of  a  higher  nature.*'  But,  in  that  case,  a  distinction  is 
taken  to  this  effect,  that,  where  there  is  a  joint  and  several 
bond,  and  you  sue  one  obligor,  and  have  judgment  against 
him,  that  does  not  annul  the  bond,  or  change  it  into  a  se- 
curity of  a  higher  nature,  as  against  the  other  obligor; 
but  you  may  still  sue  him.  This  distinction  is  to  be  found  at 
the  end  of  Higgins's  case,  where  it  is  said,  ''And  as  to 
the  case  which  has  been  objected,  that  where  two  are 
bound  jointly  and  severally,  and  the  obligee  has  judgment 
against  one  of  them;  that  yet  he  may  sue  the  other,  it  was 


G34  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 

Etch,  of  P!eat,  well  agreed.     For,  against  him,  the  nature  of  the  bond  is 
^  '  ^     not  changed;  for,  notwithstanding  the  judgment,  he  may 
Lechmerb     plead  that  it  is  not  his  deed." 

Fletcher.         Brovm  v.  Wooiton  (a),  was  the  case  of  a  tort,  which 
stands  on  a  very  different  footing  from  that  of  a  contract. 
It  was  an  action  of  trover ^  in  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
judgment  recovered  against  J,  S,  for  the  same  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  that  the  plaintiff  had  J.  S»  in  execution  for  the 
damages;  and  the  plea  was  held  good,  for  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion being  against  divers,  for  which  damages  uncertain 
were  recoverable,  judgment  against  one  for  damages  cer- 
tain makes  that  certain  which  before  was  uncertain,  and 
takes  away  the  action  against  the  others.     The  damages 
in  that  case  were  originally  uncertain;  and,  where  youhave 
reduced  the  damages,  which  before  were  uncertain,  to  a 
certainty,  you  cannot  afterwards  sue  any  of  the  parties 
whom  you  were  originally  entitled  to  sue.     You  might, 
originally,  have  sued  all,  but  you  could  not  have  had  dif- 
ferent damages  against  them.     The  distinction  was  ex- 
pressly taken  between  cases  where  the  demand  is  originally 
certain,  and  where  it  is  for  arbitrary  damages  per  Pop- 
ham  (b) — '*  If  one  have  cause  of  action  against  two,  and  ob- 
tain judgment  against  the  one,  he  shall  not  have  remedy 
against  the  other;  and  the  difference  between  this  case  and 
debt  on  an  obligation  against  two  is  this,  because,  there 
every  of  them  is  chargeable  and  liable  to  the  entire  debt; 
and  therefore,  a  recovery  against  one  is  no  bar  as  to  the 
other  until  satisfaction."    If,  indeed,  that  were  the  case 
of  a  joint  bond,  not  a  joint  and  several  bond,  we  have  been 
referred  to  no  authority  which  goes  that  length ;  it  may  be, 
that  where  you  sue,  and  recover  a  judgment  against  one 
debtor  only,  on  a  contract  which  is  joint  and  not  several, 
that  your  right  to  sue  on  the  joint  contract  is  destroyed- 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  73;  Yclv.  68.  (6)  Ibid. 
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That,  if  80,  would  be  so  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  difS-  ^'f^-  of  Pleas, 
culty  to  which  the  form  of  action  would  give  rise.  If,  on  ^ 
a  joint  contract,  you  have  sued  one  and  entered  judgment  Lecrmbrb 
against  him,  there  might  be  an  invincible  obstacle ;  because,  Fletcher. 
upon  a  new  action  against  another  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract the  defendant  would  have  a  right  to  plead  that  he  made 
no  promise,  except  with  the  other  defendant,  against  whom 
the  judgment  was  entered,  and  he  could  not  be  joined. 
Therefore,  though  we  have  met  with  no  case  which  es- 
tablishes the  position,  we  are  inclined  to  think,  that,  in  the 
case  of  a  joint  debt,  a  judgment  against  one  joint  con- 
tractor would  be  a  bar  to  an  action  against  another.  But, 
if  a  defendant  is  liable  separately,  as  well  as  jointly,  the 
technical  difficulty  to  which  I  have  referred  is  removed.  In 
the  present  case,  the  original  debt  was  joint,  but,  after- 
wards, a  new  separate  contract  was  entered  into  by  the  de- 
fendant, binding  him  only,  and  binding  him  to  a  different 
extent  from  that  to  which  the  original  joint  contract  would 
have  bound  him.  He  was,  originally,  bound  for  the  whole 
debt,  but  under  the  separate  contract,  his  liability  is  limited 
to  his  proportion  only. 

There  are  many  cases  in  the  books  as  to  joint  and 
several  bonds  (a),  from  which  it  appears,  that,  though 
you  have  entered  judgment  on  a  joint  and  several  bond 
against  one  obligor,  you  are  still  at  liberty  to  sue  the 
other;  unless  indeed  the  judgment  has  been  satisfied:  but 
so  long  as  any  part  of  the  demand  remains  due,  you  are  at 
liberty  to  sue  the  other,  notwithstanding  you  have  obtained 
judgment  against  one.  This,  I  think,  establishes  the 
principle,  that  where  there  is  a  joint  obligation,  and  a 
separate  one  also,  you  do  not,  by  recovering  judgment 
against  one,  preclude  yourself  from  suing  the  other. 
Then,  does  the  bringing  the  first  action  against  the  two 
on  the  original ^'oiit/  obligation  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  pre- 

(a)  WhUacresv.  Hamke/tson,  Cro.  Car.  76;  Higgiru's  csise,  6  Rep.  45. 
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B*tK  9f  Ptn*  sent  action !     The  separate  contract  is  not  put  as  a  sub- 
>  stitution  for  tlie  joint  obligation;   and,    looking    at  the 

LtcHHsis  consideration  as  stated,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  no  part  of 
FLBTCBsa.  the  consideration  that  Fletcher  should  be  relieved  from 
the  joint  obligation,  or  that  the  pluntiffs  should  be  pre- 
vented from  suing  on  the  joint  obligation.  This  could 
not  have  been  the  case;  there  was  no  intention  to  give 
up  FuUfomet'i  liability  on  the  joint  contract ;  and,  to  sue 
FuUjam€t,  the  plaintiffs  must  have  sued  Fletcher  also. 
It  was  not,  therefore,  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
give  up  the  power  of  suing  FuUjamei.  It  would,  indeed, 
have  been  unfiur  in  the  pluintiffs,  and  at  variance  with 
this  second  agreement,  to  have  enforced  payment  of  the 
whole  from  Fletcher;  but  their  power  to  sue  Fletcher  on 
the  joint  contract  was  not  taken  away. 

Another  question  has  occurred  to  us,  whether  the  ver- 
dict in  the  original  action,  being  found  for  Fletcher  on  the 
general  issue  and  on  the  statute  of  limitations,  can  ope- 
rate as  a  bar  to  this  action ;  but  we  are  of  opinion  it  can- 
not. The  verdict  on  the  general  issue  is  no  bar  to  the 
present  action ;  because,  in  this  action  evidence  is  admii- 
aiUe  which  would  not  have  been  admissible  in  the  former 
action,  Ful^amei  could  not  have  been  a  witness  in  the 
former  action,  because  he  was  a  party  thereto.  The  plain- 
tiflb  might  have  failed  in  that  action,  for  not  making  out 
Fletcher  to  be  a  co-contractor;  but  in  this  case  they  might 
call  Ful^amei  as  a  witness.  The  rule  is,  that  where  the 
same  evidence  wiU  maintain  both  actions,  a  recovery  or 
judgment  in  one  wilt  bar  the  other  (a).  Where  one  action 
can  be  maintained  by  evidence  which  is  not  admissible 
in  the  other,  a  judgment  will  not  be  a  bar. 

The  verdict  found  for  Fletcher  in  the  former  action 
upon  the  issue  on  the  statute  of  limitations  can  be  no  bar 
in  this  action.     The  question  in  this  action  upon  ^e  sta- 

(a)  Sir  T.  Raymond,  47S. 
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lute  is  difierent  from  the  question  upon  the  statute  in  the   ii*ch,  rf  PUas, 

.  1833 

joint  action.     The  question  there  was,  whether  Fletcher,  ^ 

within  the  six  years,  had  done  any  thing  to  make  himsel       Lbchuerb 
jointly  liable  for  the  whole.  The  question  here  is,  whether      Fletcher. 
he  has  not  made  himself  liable  separately  for  his  propor- 
tion.    In  the  former  action,  the  joint  debt  was  barred  by 
the  statute.    The  present  contract  would  not  take  the 
joint  debt  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

Even  assuming,  then,  that  the  9  Geo.  4,  applies  to 
this  case,  and  that  the  point  insisted  upon  by  the  defen* 
dant  can  arise  upon  these  special  counts,  to  which  the  sta- 
tute of  limitations  is  not  pleaded,  still  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  promise  in  writing  was  a  sufficient  conipHance 
with  the  9  Geo.  4,  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute 
of  limitations,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  defendant's  pro- 
portion of  the  debt^  and  that  the  recovery  in  the  former 
action  does  not  bar  the  plaintiffs  from  recovering  in  this. 

Rule  discharged. 


Rogers  d.  Lanoford. 

[Special  assumpsit  on  a  warranty  of  certain  country  On  Wtdnetdaff, 

bank  notes,  with  the  money  counts.     Plea — general  issue,  ^ewfter,  A.    ^ 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  at  the  ^"^^^J  ^fj^'^ 

Welchpool  SxxmxxieT  Assizes,  1832,  it  appeared,  that,  on  he  paid  for  in 

Wednesday,  the  23rd  of  November,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  notes.  On  Man- 

defendant  at  Oswestry  five  5/.  notes  of  the  Mold  bank,  the  f^„iJted!i/f 

price  of  barley  sold  by  the  defendant  to  him.     That  on  wrvant,  as  a 

^  .f  favour,  to  ex- 

Monday,  the  28th  ot  November,  the  defendant  called  at  change  the  notes 

for  money, 
which  he  ac- 
cordingly did.  On  the  same  day  the  bank  stopped  payment ;  jf.  heard  of  it  on  Tuttday,  and  on 
JFednetday  wrote  to  B.,  informing  him  of  the  fiulare  of  the  bank,  and  desiring  him  to  exdiange  the 
notes ;  but  the  notes  were  not  produced  or  tendered  to  B.  until  long  aAerwards,  nor  were  they  ever 
presented  at  the  bank.  In  an  action  brought  by  J,  against  B.f  to  recover  the  value  of  the  notes, 
held  that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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Bxck.^  PUiu,  the  plaintifTs  shop,  at  Welckpool,  and  produced  to 
■■  1^1.'  his  shopman,  John  Daviei,  five  Rl,  Mold  bank  notes, 
RoasBt  stating  that  he  had  received  them  from  the  plaintifT 
LAHoroKD.  on  the  Wednetday  previouslyi  and  requested  Daviet 
would  favour  him  by  exchanging  them  for  him,  which 
he  accordingly  did.  It  appeared  that  Davits  did  not 
know  otherwise  than  from  the  defendant,  that  he  had 
received  the  notes  from  the  plaintifff  and  that  he  did 
not  exchange  them  on  that  account,  but  merely  to  oblige 
the  defendant.  It  further  appeared,  that  about  two 
o'clock  on  Monday,  the  28tli  of  November,  the  day  on 
which  Daciet  changed  the  notes,  the  Mold  bank  stopped 
payment,  and  subsequently  became  bankrupt.  That  on 
Tuetday  night,  the  29th,  the  plaintiff  was  informed  of 
iti  and  on  Wednesday,  the  30th,  wrote  a  tetter  to  the 
defendant,  informing  him  of  the  stoppage  of  the  bank, 
and  desiring  him  to  exchange  tlie  notes.  That  no  reply 
having  been  received,  Davies,  by  direction  of  the  plain- 
tiff, waited  upon  the  defendant  on  Tuesday,  the  6th  of 
December,  and  tendered  the  five  5L  Mold  notes ;  but  that 
the  defendant  refused  to  receive  them.  It  was  admitted 
that  a  mail  left  Oswestry  every  morning  at  ten  o'clock, 
which  arrived  at  Mold  nt  eight  o'clock  on  the  following 
morning.  That  a  mail  left  Mold  at  eight  o'clock  every 
evening,  and  arrived  at  Oswestry  at  three  o'clock  the  fol- 
lowing afternoon.  That  a  mail  left  Welchpool  at  seven 
o'clock  every  morning,  and  arrived  at  Mold  at  eight  o'clock 
the  following  morning ;  and  that  a  mail  left  Mold  every 
night  at  eight  o'clock,  and  arrived  in  Welchpool  at  four 
o'clock  the  folloning  afternoon.  The  notes  were  not  pro- 
duced at  the  trial,  but  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  that  a 
second  tender  of  them  had  been  made  to  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff,  and,  that  she  refusing  to  receive  them,  they  were 
left  on  the  ground  near  her.  An  objection  was  taken  by 
the  defendant,  that  they  ought  to  have  been  produced  at 
the  trial,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant,  if  liable  on  his  guS' 
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rantee  of  the  noles^  would  be  entitled  to  have  them  de-  ^^\^^^^* 
livered  up  to  him  (a).  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  Ltoyd,  in  Michaelmas  Term  laat^  obtain- 
ed a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict     Lamoford. 
was  againat  the  evidence:  agaiilst  which  cause  was  ndw 
shewn  by 

t7.  Jervis  for  the  defendant.-^In  thi«  case  the  notes 
were  not  presented  in  due  time.     They  ought  to  have 
been  returned  to  the  defendant  by  the  first  post  after  the 
plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  failure  of  the  bank;  but  the 
plaintiff's  shopman  merely  writes  on  the  SOth^  to  inform 
the  defendant  of  the  failure,  and  the  notes  are  not  ten- 
dered until  the  6th  oi  December,  a  week  after  he  had  had 
notice  of  the  failure.     [Lord  L^ndkurst — This  point  was 
not  taken  at  the  trlaL]     It  was  not  necessary  for  the  de^ 
fendant  to  move  for  a  rule  to  enable  him  to  take  an  objec- 
tion which  is  an  answer  to  the  plaintiffs  application  for  a 
new  trialr  If  the  defendant  bad  been  an  indorser,  he  would 
not    be  liaUe  unless  the  notes  were  presented,  even  if 
the  bankers  had  become  bankrupt.     Bevan  v.  Hill  (6). 
In  Hansard  v.  Robinson  (c),  it  was  held  that  the  hold- 
er of  a  bill  of  exchange  cannot  insist  upon  payment  by 
the  acceptor,  without  producing  and  offering  to  give  up 
the  bill.    There  must  be  a  presentment,  to  make  a  party 
primarily  liable,  even  although  the  acceptor  has  become 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  and  tbe  indorser  bad  full  know- 
ledge of  the  fact.  Esdaile  v.  Sotoerbt/  {d).  The  same  point 
was  decided  in  Bowes  v.  Howe  (e),  which  was  a  case  of 
cotmtiy  bank  not^s.     Camidge  v.  AUenby  {/),  is  directly 
in  point     There  tbe  vendee,  at  three  o'clock  in  the  at' 

(a)  This  point  was  afterwards  (b)  2  Camp.  381. 

taken  by  Jervis,  in  bis  argument  (c)  7  B.  &  C.  90. 

OB  sbewing  cause;  but  the  Court  (d)  \\  East,  114. 

seemed  to  think  the  non-produ«-  (e)  5  Taunt  30. 

tion  of  the  notes  at  the  trial  was  (/)  6  B.  &  C.  373. 
sufficiently  accounted  for. 

VOL.    I.  UU 
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Exek.  ^  PUv,  ternoon  of  the  10th  of  December,  delivered  to  the  Tendor 
■  certain  notes  of  the  Hudderifield  bank  io  payment  for 

RooBM  goods  sold.  On  the  same  dayi  at  11  o'clock,  that  bank 
LKNorosv.  stopped  payment,  and  never  afterwards  resumed  payment; 
but  neither  of  the  parties  knew  of  the  stoppage  or  the  in- 
solvency of  the  bank.  The  vendor  never  circulated  the 
notes,  or  presented  them  to  the  bankers  for  payment :  but 
on  the  ITtli  of  December  he  required  the  vendee  to  take 
back  tlie  notes,  and  to  pay  him  the  amount,  which  the  lat- 
ter refused ;  and  it  was  held  under  these  circumstances 
that  the  vendor  of  the  goods  was  guilty  of  laches,  and  had 
thereby  made  the  notes  his  onrn,  and  consequently  that 
they  operated  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  debt.  There  is  here 
no  evidence  of  any  express  promise  that  the  notes  were  of 
the  value  they  purported  to  be  ;  and  the  case  of  Camidge 
V.  AUenby  shews  that  no  such  promise  is  implied  in  law. 
Here  both  parties  were  innocent. 

Lloyd,  cotUrh. — There  is  an  implied  promise,  that  tlie 
notes  are  worth  so  much  as  they  purport  to  be  worth. 
[Bayley,  B.— Is  there  any  authority  for  that?  They  may 
be  of  some  worth.]  Here,  the  exchange  of  the  notes  was 
by  way  of  favour.  It  is  asked  as  a  favour,  and  granted  as 
a  favour;  and.  thence  arises  the  implied  undertaking,  that 
the  notes  are  worth  what  they  purport  to  be  worth.  Then; 
as  to  the  want  of  presentment.  The  plaintiff"  was  not 
bound  to  present  the  notes.  In  all  cases  where  that  has 
been  held  necessary,  the  notes  were  given  in  payment  of  b 
pre-existing  deht.  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says,  in  Catmdge 
V.  AUenby,  "  The  rule,  as  to  all  negotiable  instruments, 
is,  that,  if  they  are  taken  in  ^aymtni  oi  a.  pre-existing  deU, 
they  operate  as  a  discharge  of  that  debt,  unless  the  psrty 
who  holds  the  instrument  does  all  that  the  law  requires  to 
be  done,  in  order  to  obtain  payment  of  them."  [^Bay- 
ley,  B. ^Suppose,  instead  of  giving  notice  on  the  IVed- 
netday,  he  had  not  given  notice  for  a  quarter  of  a  year?] 


EASTER  TERM,  3  WILL.   IV.  GH 

Then  it  would  have  been  laches,  [Bayley^  B. — And  yet  Exch,  of  piea», 
there  would  have  been  a  breach  of  warranty  as  much  as  if  v^^^^^^J..^ 
they  had  been  presented  on  the  Wednesday  and  not  paid.  Rogers 
Lord  LyndhursL — It  is  possible,  if  you  had  returned  them  Langford, 
in  due  time,  that  might  have  done  instead  of  presenting 
them.]  It  is  submitted,  that,  as  the  notes  were  exchanged 
as  a  favour,  and  not  in  discharge  of  a  pre-existing  debt, 
all  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  do,  was  to  offer  to  re- 
turn the  notes.  All  the  cases,  as  to  the  necessity  of  pre- 
sentment, apply  to  instances  where  the  notes  are  received 
ifl  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt,  and  not  where  the  trans- 
action is  one  of  mere  courtesy  and  kindness.  [Bayleyy  B. — 
You  give  money  for  these  notes.  Do  not  you,  by  so  doing, 
take  on  yourselves  the  ordinary  responsibility  of  present- 
ing the  next  day?  Lord  LyndhursL — The  law  will  imply 
a  promise  to  repay  if  you  do  all  thai  is  necessary  on  your 
parti  but  not  otherwise.']  If  it  had  been  a  transaction  of 
business,  it  is  admitted  that  it  would  be  so.  In  those 
cases,  the  party  receiving  the  notes  benefits  by  so  doing. 
Here,  it  is  a  favour  asked.  [Bayleyy  B. — This  was  a  fa- 
vour which  he  had  a  right  to  ask.  If  you  had  not  been 
guilty  of  negligence,  you  might  have  sent  the  notes  to 
Mold  on  Tuesday.  Is  there  any  case  where  a  distinction 
is  taken  between  a  case  where  the  party  takes  the  notes  for 
his  own  benefit,  and  where  not?]  In  all  cases  of  exchange 
there  is  an  implied  warranty.  [Lord  LyndhursL — In  the 
case  which  has  been  cited,  they  were  received  as  payment 
for  the  debt — in  this,  they  are  taken  as  payment  for  the 
money — he  exchanges  the  notes  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
debt  in  the  one  case,  and  for  the  money  in  the  other.]  In 
Camidge  v.  Allenby,  Mr.  Justice Bayley  says,  ''It  is  a  ge- 
neral rule  applicable  to  negotiable  instruments,  and  not  to 
be  relaxed  in  particular  instances,  that  the  holder  of  such 
an  instrument  is  to  present  promptly,  or  to  cpmmuni-.. 
cate  without  delay  notice  of  non-payment,  or  of  the  in-- 
solvency  of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  or  the  maker  of  a  note; 
for  a  party  is  not  only  entitled  to  knowledge  of  insolvency 

u  u  2 
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Mttk.  tf  puut,  but  to  notice,  ihst,  in  coniequenoe  of  such  insolvency,  he 
.  will  be  called  upon  to  pny  the  amount  of  ihe  biU  or  note." 

RooEu  That  shews,  that  it  la  not  absolutely  incumbent  onthe  par- 
LnoTOKD.  *y  ^^  pretent.  Here,  notice  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank 
was  sent  in  due  time,  and  the  defendant  was  infonned  ihNt 
the  plaintiff  looked  to  him  for  payment  of  the  notes.  Ufa. 
derton  v.  Appltton  (a),  was  an  action  of  ataumpui  for  goods 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  on  Monday,  the  ISth 
of  December,  at  Darlington  Market.  On  account  of  the 
alarm  respecting  bankert,  it  was  agreed  that  payment 
fihould  not  be  made  uiftil  the  Monday  following,  the  19th> 
when  the  parties  again  met  at  Darlington  Market,  and  the 
defendant  offered  the  plaintiff  his  choice  of  aeveral  coun- 
try notes,  and  he  selected  two  51.  notes  of  the  Stoeki** 
bank,  and  in  the  evening  went  home  to  Hntworih.  By  the 
course  of  the  post,  the  notes  could  not  have  been  present- 
ed at  the  bank  at  Stockton  until  Wednesday,  the  2Ist  of 
December.  It  was  proved  that  the  bank  paid  all  day  on 
Saturday  the  17th,  but  did  not  pay  on  Monday,  or  after- 
wards. On  Wednetday,  the  Slst,  the  plaintiff  met  the 
defendant  at  Stockton,  and  ofiered  to  return  or  exchange 
the  notes  with  the  defendant,  but  he  refused,  saying,  that 
Ihe  bank  was  going  on  Tuetday.  The  cause  was  tried  in 
the  Court  of  Pleat,  at  Durham,  and  a  verdict  having  pass- 
ed for  the  plaintiff,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  be- 
fore Bayley,  J.,  and  HuUack,  B.,  at  Chambers;  and  after 
hearing  Chitty  for  the  plaintiff,  and  CrettuxU  for  the  de- 
fendant, Mr.  Justice  Bayley  said,  that  be  believed  the 
ground  of  Ihe  decision  in  Camdge  v,  AUeiAy  was,  that 
the  notes  should  be  deemed  a  payment  unless  returned  in 
a  reasonable  tinie;<aDd  that  the  plaintiff,  by  keeping  the 
notes  a  veek  after  he  had  heard  of  the  stoppage,  without 
notice  to  the  defendant,  had  precluded  himself  from  re- 
covering: but  that  in  that  case,  as  the  plaintiff  had  offered 

(a)  Addenda  to  Chitty  ou  8ill»,  7th  ed.  658. 
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to  return,  and  the  defendant  had  refused  to  take  back  the  £xch,  of  pieas, 
notes,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.    That  case  not     ^    ^'  ^ 
only  shews  on  what  ground  Camidge  v.  Allenby  was  de-       Rogers 
cided,  but  also,  that  an  offer  to  return  the  notes  in  a  rea-     langford. 
sonable  time  is  sufficient  without  a  presentment  at  the 
bankers.     If  the  other  rule  were  adopted,  it  would  put  a 
stop  to  the  circulation  of  country  bank  notes.  [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst, — In  that  case,  at  Chambers,  the  party  offered  to  re- 
turn the  notes.]   Here  there  is  an  offer  to  return  the  notes 
on  the  Wednesday.    [Lord  Lyndhurst — It  was  no  offer  to 
return  the  notes.     This  letter  merely  says  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  hold  the  other  party  liable.     If  the  notes  had 
been  tendered  to  the  defendant  on  the    Wednesday ,  it 
would  have  been  within  the  case  at  Chambers.     Vaugh- 
an,  B. — Mr.  Justice  Littledale's  judgment  in  Camidge 
V.  Allenby  is  against  your  other  point  on  the  implied  war- 
ranty.    He  says — ''I  think  there  is  no  guarantee  implied 
by  law  in  the  party  passing  a  note  payable  on  demand  to 
bearer,  that  the  maker  of  the  note  is  solvent  at  the  time 
when  the  note  is  so  passed."] 

The  Court  then  directed  Lloyd  to  inquire  whether  there 
had  been  a  tender  of  the  notes  to  the  defendant ;  and  Lloyd 
having,  on  a  subsequent  day,  informed  the  Court  that 
there  had  not  been  any  tender  until  long  afterwards. 

Baylet,  B.  said — I  think  the  notes  ought  to  have  been 
either  presented  by  the  holder  to  the  bank  for  payment,  or 
else  to  have  been  returned  without  delay  to  the  defendant, 
so  as  to  hate  given  him  an  opportunity  of  getting  payment 
for  them,  dr  of  making  the  best  of  them ;  but,  as  the  point 
wds  ttot  taken  at  the  trial,  the  tu\e  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  on  payment  of 
costs  (a). 

(a)  'llie  plaintiff  did  oot  take  the  cause  down  again. 
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EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

WoLVERiDGR  ff.  Steward. 
■  J^^  ('"  ^"'f"''  /'■'"»  '^  <^'"""'  9f  Common  Pleat). 

Anauigneewho  -^  HE  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  25th  December, 
I«"«hotd"'  1819,  by  a  certain  indenture,  made  between  one  John 
S^"«'iDd<.™'  ^'"'^^P*"  of  'he  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  below,  of  the 
ed  an  ihe  leue,  Other  part,  the  Said  John  Etttthope  did  grant,  demise,  and 
^jr^tV  (A>  ^^^^  *"  'h^  plaintiff  below,  his  executors,  administrators, 
)mt^J'"</7he  '""1  assigns,  certain  premises  in  the  county  of  Middlesex' 
cDHiunfi  and  to  hold  the  Same  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administra- 
itrctd  andean-  tors,  Bnu  assigns,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the 
'h^^]^  na  ^^'h  March,  (hen  next,  yielding  and  paying  therefore  the 
UMi  in  coTe-      yearly  rent  of  21/.,  on  the  34th  June,  the  29th  September, 

nant  lo  ihc  le>-    '  '  '  ,  -r 

■ntbrnniwhich  the  S5th  i>«c«nier,  and  the  Sdth  AfarirA,  in  every  yeVi 
bcMi  caUed  on  clear  of  all  taxes  and  deductions;  and,  that  the  pluntiff 
w'^lrlhe  ^  ''«''"''» tl'd  thereby  covenant  with  the  said  John  Eaithope, 
to  pay  the  rent  on  the  days  and  in  the  manner  therein' 
before  appointed.     By  virtue  of  such  demise,  the  plsintio 
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below,  on  the  25th  December,  1819,  entered  into  and  upon  fi«A.  Chamber, 
the  premises,  and  became  possessed  thereof  for  the  said  «n_«^...L^ 
term  so  to  him  granted;  and,  being  so  possessed  thereof*  Wolveridoe 
afterwards  and  during  the  term,  to  wit,  on  the  22nA  May,  Steward. 
1821,  by  an  indenture  made  between  the  plaintiff  below  of 
the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  below  of  the  other  part, 
and  sealed  with  their  seats,  and  indorsed  on  that  part  of  the 
said  lease  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  J.  EastAope,  in 
consideration  of  65/.,  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  over  to  the  said  defendant*  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and  all  the 
premises  thereby  demised ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same 
from  theSSth  day  of  May  then  msiant^Jbr  and  during  all  the 
remainder  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years  granted  by 
the  isaid  indenture  of  lease,  subject,  nevertheless ,  to  the  pay' 
meni  of  the  existing  rent,  and  to  the  performance  of  the 
covenants  and  agreements  reserved  and  contained  in  the 
said  indenture  of  letise.  And  the  defendant  below,  then 
and  there  accepted  the  said  assignment;  and  by  virtue 
thereof,  the  said  defendant  below,  afterwards,  and  during 
the  said  term  granted  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  to  * 

wit,  on,  &c.,  entered  into  and  upon  all  the  said  demised  pre- 
mises, with  the  appurtenances,  and  became  and  was  pos- 
sessed  thereof  for  the  remainder  then  to  come  and  unex- 
pired of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years,  granted  by 
the  said  indenture  of  lease,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  rent,  and  performance  of  the  covenants  reserved  and 
contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease. 

Averment  of  general  performance  by  the  plaintiff  below 
of  all  things  contained  in  the  lease  and  assignment  to  he 
performed  by  him.  The  plaintiff  below  then  assigned  two 
breaches  of  covenant.  First— in  the  non-payment,  by  the 
defendant  below,  of  one  quarter's  rent  due  by  virtue  of  the 
lease  and  covenant  of  the  defendant  below,  therein  con- 
tained, for  one  quarter  of  a  year,  ending  the  25th  March, 


Steward. 
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Bxeh.  Chamber,  IS^^i  ^od  secoucUy,  iH  the  non-payment  by  the  defendant 
1833.         below  of  another  quarter's  rent,  for  the  quarter  ending  the 

The  three  first  pleas  to  this  declaration  terminated  in 
issues  in  fact. 

The  fourth  plea  was,  that  before  the  said  several  sums 
of  5/.  5j«  and  51.  5s.  for  the  rent  aforesaid,  in  the  declar- 
ation mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  became  due,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  by  indenture  between  the  defendant  below,  of  the  one 
part,  and  one  John  Casar  Foley » of  the  other  part,  the  de- 
fendant below  duly  assigned  the  said  demised  premises, 
and  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  to  the  said  Jokn 
Casar  Foley^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
to  hold  jhe  same  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  for 
the  remainder  of  the  said  term;  by  virtue  of  which  assign- 
ment, the  BdXdjJohnlCdesar  Foley  afterwards,  and  before 
the  said  several  sums  o(5L[5s.  snd  5L  &.,  or  either  of  them, 
became  due,  entered  into  and  became  possessed  of  the 
said  demised^'premises,  and  ^of  all  his  the  said  defendant's 
estate  and  interest  therein* 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  general  demurrer  and  joinder 
in  demurrer. 

This  demurrer  came  on  to  be  argued  in  Triniiy  term, 
1832,  when  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  below.  Upon  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error 
was  now  brought ;  and  the  errors  assigned  were,  that  the 
declaration  and  the  matters  therein  contained  were  not 
sufficient  in  law  for  maintaining  the  action.  Secondly,  the 
common  error;  and  thirdly,  that,  by  the  record,  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  below  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  below, 
upon  a  covenant  implied  in  law  from  the  language  of  the 
second  mentioned  indenture. 

C  IL  Turner  for  plaintiff  in  error. — The  defendant  in 
error  is  lessee  of  a  term  of  years,  and  assigned  over  his 
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assigns  to  B,  by  way  of  mortgage,  he  would  assign  ft  sub-  Sxeh,  Chamber, 
ject  to  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease;  but  it  would  defeat     ^     ^     -» 
the  object  of  the  parties  to  say,  that  B,,  the  mortgagee,  by    Wolveridob 
80  taking  the  assignment,  would  covenant  with  A.,  the  mort-      stkVabik 
gagor,  to  pay  the  rent  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  and 
that  he  would  be  liable  to  A.  in  an  action  of  covenant  for 
any  rent  which  A.  might  pay  to  his  lessor  subsequently  to 
the  assignment.  Or,  suppose  again,  that  A,,  having  an  es- 
tate in  fee,  mortgages  it  for  1000/.  to  J3.,  and  afterwards 
sells  the  equity  of  redemption,  or  makes  a  second  mortgage 
to  C.  for  500/./  in  the  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, or  in  the  second  mortgage,  the  habendum  would  be  to 
C.  and  his  heirs,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  mortgage  to 
B.;  but  could  it  be  said  that  a  covenant  would  be  created 
from  C.  to  Am  by  the  words  subject,  &c.,  to  pay  off  B^s^ 
mortgage?  and  other  cases  might  be  put  in  which  it  would 
be  quite  inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  parties,  and 
with  reason  or  justice,  to  hold  that  words  like  those  relied 
upon  create  a  covenant 

True  it  is,  that  any  words  in  a  deed  which  shew  an 
agreement  to  do  a  thing,  create  a  covenant  (a) ;  but  there 
must  be  words  of  agreement,  as  is  shewn  in  the  following 
case  in  Roue's  Abridgment  (6).  "  If  lessee  for  years  co- 
venant to  repair :  Provided  always,  and  ii  is  agreed,  that 
the  lessor  shall  find  great  timber,  &c. ;  this  shall  make  a 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  to  find  great  timber,  by 
the  word  agreed,  and  shall  not  be  a  qualification  of  the 
covenant  of  the  lessee.  But  If  the  lessee  covenant  to  re- 
pair :  Provided  always,  that  the  lessor  shall  find  great  tim- 
ber, without  the  word  agreed;  this  proviso  shall  not  be  any 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  but  shall  only  be  a  qua- 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Gov.  A.  2;  Selwyn's  N.  P.  tit.  Gov.  S.  3. 

(b)  Tit.  Gov.  G.  62  &  63. 
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Btch.  Oambtii  Ij&cfttbii  of  the  Covenant  of  the  leBsee."  No*,  the  kiter 
^__^^._^  words  ahewclearly  that  it  waa  intended  that  the  lessor  should 
WoL*£KiMs  find  rough  timber ;  but  from  want  of  the  word  agreed,  the 
SniTAw.  worda  were  held  not  to  amount  to  a  covenant.  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  the  Court  is  left  to  hunt  through  the  deed  for 
worda  from  which  a  coTenant  may  be  inferred.  Now,  where 
a  party  aeelcs  to  bind  another  by  a  covenant  In  a  fomnl  in- 
strumcnt,  it  ia  his  duty  to  insert  it  in  that  instrument  in  dis- 
tinct and  inteUigiUe  terms,  by  which  the  party  to  be  bouad 
cannot  be  deceived;  and  a  covenant  ought  not  to  be  raised 
against  him  from  words  which  are  at  best  equivocal,  and 
which  he  may  nerer  have  meant  to  use  in  the  senee  as- 
cribed to  them  by  the  other  party,  nor  ought  the  Court  to 
be  called  upon  to  infer  a  covenant  under  such  circuni- 
atknCfla.  In  Staine*  v,  Morris  {a).  Lord  Eldon  cannot 
have  thought  that  the  words  in  question  created  an  ei- 
press  covenant.  There  the  original  lease  was  to  dm-Jte, 
who  by  deed  poll  assigned  to  Sir  William  Staines  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term.  Upon  the  death  of  Staines,  his 
executors  put  up  the  lease  for  sale  by  auction,  with  a  no- 
tice that  they  would  not  covenant  for  the  title.  The  lease 
waa  purchased  by  Morris,  the  defendant  in  the  suit;  and 
notwithstanding  the  notice  given  by  the  executors,  Morris's 
Bolicitor  inserted  in  the  draft  assignment  covenants  for  title 
on  the  part  of  the  executors ;  also  inserting  an  expreu  co- 
venant by  Morris  to  pay  the  rent,  and  perform  the  cove- 
nants in  and  by  the  original  lease  reserved  and  contained 
for  the  remainder  of  the  term.  The  draft  so  prepared  was 
sent  to  the  solicitor  for  the  executors,  who  first  returned 
it  to  Morris's  solicitor,  having  struck  out  all  the  covenants 
for  title  except  one — that  the  executors  had  done  no  act 
to  incumber;  but  having  left  standing  ^/orrixV  covenant 


[a]  I  Vci.  &  Bea.  P. 
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to  pay  the  future  rent,  and  perform  the  covenants  during  Bxeh,  Chamber, 
the  remainder  of  the  term.  Morrises  solicitor  afterwards  v  ^'  ^ 
sent  the  ingrossment  to  the  solicitor  for  the  executors^  Wolveridob 
omitting  the  covenant  of  Morris  to  pay  the  future  rent  stbward. 
and  perform  the  covenants,  but  not  communicating  that 
be  had  done  so.  The  solicitor  for  the  executors,  however, 
remarked  the  omission,  and  returned  the  ingrossment  and 
draft,  insisting  that  the  latter  covenant  should  be  restored ; 
and  Morrises  solicitor  afterwards  tendered  the  deed  for 
execution  as  it  stood,  without  that  covenant;  and  the  exe- 
cutors refused  to  execute  it,  and  filed  a  bill  for  specific 
performance.  And  the  only  question  in  the  suit  was,  whe« 
ther  Morris  was  bound  to  enter  into  the  covenant  to  pay 
the  future  rent  and  perform  the  covenants  of  the  lease  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  a  specific  performance  was  decreed,  and  it  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  to  settle  a  proper  asstgmnent.  The 
Master  stated,  that  the  assignment  tendered  by  Morris 
to  the  executors  was  a  proper  assignment.  He  reported, 
therefore,  in  favour  of  the  omission  of  the  covenitnt  there 
contended  fbr.  An  exception  was  then  taken  to  the  report 
by  the  executors,  and  that  exception  was  allowed  by 
Lord  Eldon  ;  and  in  that  case  Lord  Eldon  referring  to  the- 
sale  by  Clarke,  the  original  lessee  to  Sir  William  Staines, 
says,  **  suppose,  instead  of  an  assignment  actually  executed 
by  Clarke,  the  original  lessee  to  Sir  WiUiars  Staines,  the 
question  had  occurred  upon  an  agreement  between  them 
for  the  purchase  and  assignment  of  the  term,  and  a  bill 
filed  for  the  execution  of  that  agreement."  And  then, 
after  adverting  to  the  different  liabiKties  of  a  lessee  and 
assignee,  he  says,  '*  if,  therefore,  this  stood  upon  agree- 
ment, the  proper  execution  of  such  an  agreement  would  be 
an  assignment  by  Clarke,  covenanting  for  the  title;  and  Sir 
William  Staines,  on  the  other  hand,  entering  into  those 
covenants  implied  and  expressed,  which  are  intended  on 
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ExrJu  Ckaw»hir,  his'part  to  be  executed  I  where  they  are  both  expressed 
^     and  implied — an  assignment  not  only  subject  to  payment 

WoLVERiooB  of  rent  and  performance  of  the  covenants,  but  the  insiru- 
Steward,  ment  executed  and  accepted  by  him,  containing  an  express 
covenant  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the  covenants.'*  Now, 
in  Staines  v.  Morris^  the  words  here  relied  upon  as  rais- 
ing an  express  covenant,  were  in  the  assignment  all  the 
way  through  ;  the  propriety  of  their  insertion  had  never 
been  disputed  ;  but  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon  goes  a 
long  way  to  shew  that  he  did  not  consider  them  to  amount 
to  an  express  covenant ;  indeed,  if  he  had  done  so,  he 
ought  to  have  dismissed  the  bill,  for  the  suit  was  then 
altogether  an  idle  one. 

.  Burnett  v.  Lynch  (a),  perhaps,  will  be  relied  upon  on  the 
other  side ;  but  that  case  is  not  unfavourable  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  error :  it  is  an  authority  only  to  shew,  that  it  is  the 
duty  of.an  assignee,  so  long  as  he  remains  assignee,  to  pay 
the  rent  and  perform  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease, 
a  point  not  disputed  here.  Bayley,  J.,  speaking  of  the 
duty,  expressly  says,  "  That  duty  appears  to  me  to  be 
very  accurately  stated  in  the  declaration,  where  it  is  de- 
scribed as  commensurate  with  the  time  during  which  the 
assignee  had  an  interest  in  the  premises.*' 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  conirct. — This  is  not  a  part  of  (he  ha- 
bendum; it  is  more  analogous  to  a  reddendum.  It  is  the 
same  as  if  it  had  been  "  yielding  and  paying/'  They  can- 
not be  called  the  words  of  the  assignor ;  they  are  not  here 
the  words  pf  the  grantor  more  than  the  grantee.  This  is 
a  deed  **  inter  partes^''  and  then  they  are  the  words  of  ei- 
ther. It  is  said  that  the  liability  is  to  continue  only  whilst 
the  privity  of  estate  continues.  The  plaintiff  below,  hoir- 
ever,  relies  on  the  privity  of  contract,  and  that  is  not  de- 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  589. 
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termined  by  the  determination  of  the  privity  of  estate.  Exch.  Chamber^ 

•  1833 

The  terms  'implied . and  express  covenant"  have  raised'  '  ^ 

some  little   diiBcuUy.      Mr.   Justice   Blackstone  says  in   Wolvbridob 
his  Commentaries  {a),  ''The  contract  may  be  either  ex--      steward.. 
press  or  implied.     Express  contracts  are  where  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  are  openly  uttered  and  avowed  at  the 
time  of  the  making,  as  to  deliver  an  ox  or  ten  loads  of 
timber,  or  to  pay  a  stated  price  for  certain  goods. .  Im-. 
plied^  are  such  as  reason  and  justice  dictate,  and  which 
the  law  presumes  that  every  man  undertakes  to  perform." 
An  express  contract  is  that  which  you  gather  from  the 
words,  as  the  meaning  of  the  words ^  an  implied,  from  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  as  tenant  and  landlord.     In  New-. 
ton  V.  Osbom  {b)  the  words  '*  yielding  and  paying"  were 
held  to  be  an  express  covenant.  .  Harpur  v.  De  Burgh  (e) 
shews  that  the  reddendum  ia  a  covenant  in  law,  and  that 
it  runs  with  the  land.  In  the  present  case,  the  words '' sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  yearly  rent„  and  the  perform-^ 
ance  of  the  covenants  and  agreements  reserved  and  con- 
tained in  the  lease,"  mean  that  the  assignee  shall  hold 
during  the  term,  and  be  subject  during  the  term  to  the 
payment  of  the  rent.    It  is,  therefore,  an  express  covenant. 
Burnett  v.  Lynch  {d)  i^  a  strong  case  to  shew  that  this  is 
an  express  covenant  between  the  parties.     If  the  assign-, 
ment  had  there  been  by  a  deed  inter  partes,  it  would  have 
held  an  express  covenant.     If  a  man  by  his  deed  makes 
a  party  to  understand,  that  he  will  pay  rent  and  perform 
covenants,  it  amounts  to  an  express  covenant.   In  Burnett 
V.  Lynch  the  assignment  was  by  deed-poll.     Mr.  Justice 
Littledale,  after  stating  that  an  action  of  covenant  will  lie 
by  the  lessee  against  the  lessor  on  the  word  demise  in  the 
lease,  says,  ''  but  the  word  assign  in  this  deed-poll  does 
•  not  import  any  contract  or  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  as- 
signee, but  is  a  mere  description  of  the  interest  conveyed. 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  443.  (c)  2  Lev.  206. 

(6)  Sty.  387.  (rf)  6  B.  &  C.  689. 
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jsm*.  Chamber,  It  is  true>  that  the  lessee  does  not  assign  the  term  gene- 
^  1833*  ^  rally,  but  that  he  assigns  it  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
WoLYEKiDOE  fents  and  perfomianoe  of  the  covenants.  The  assignment 
being  by  deed-poll  does  not,  however,  contain  any  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  assignee;  and,  in  order  to  enable 
the  asflognoT  to  maintain  covenant  against  the  assignee, 
there  must  be  a  contract  under  seal  by  the  latter."  Is  it 
not  to  be  implied  from  that,  that  those  words  would  have 
been  held  a  suflScient  covenant,  if  the  form  or  kind  of  the 
deed  had  been  sufficient.  The  word  **  covenant**  means 
merely  an  agreement  under  seal.  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd 
says  in  the  same  case,  ''  What  is  the  effect  of  the  assign- 
ment? The  assignee  by  virtue  of  it  stands  in  the  situation 
of  the  lessee,  and  becomes  bound  to  pay  the  rent  and  per- 
form the  covenants;  by  accepting  the  assignment  he  states, 
that  he  is  subject  to  the  rent  and  the  performance  of  the 
covenants."  A  case  more  strong  in  favour  of  (he  plaintiff*  be- 
low than  Burnett  v.  Ltfnch  cannot  be  imagined,  except  an 
express  decision  on  the  point. 

In  ChaneeUor  v.  Poole  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  assig- 
nee of  a  term,  declared  against  as  such,  is  not  liable  for 
rent  accruing  after  he  has  assigned  over,  though  it  be  stat- 
ed that  the  lessor  was  a  party  executing  the  assignment, 
and  agreed  thereby  that  the  term,  which  was  determinable 
at  his  option,  should  be  absolute.  The  assignment  there 
was  by  deed-poll,  and  the  action  was  covenant  for  rent  by 
the  lessor.  Lord  Mansfield  there  said,  the  question  is 
whether  the  plaintiff'  is  a  contracting  or  merely  an  assent- 
ing party  in  the  deed-poll.  Ashurst,  J.,  said,  the  phutttjff 
seems  to  me  to  have  decided  against  himself;  for  he  has 
stated  this  as  an  assignment.  If  he  had  meant  to  avail 
himself  of  it  as  a  contract  between  himself  and  the  defen- 
dant, he  should  have  stated  it  according  to  the  legal  opera- 
tion, as  a  demise  from  the  plaintiff^  to  the  defendant :  and 

(a)  2  Dong.  764. 
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adds,  **  there  is  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  for  paying  Bxeh.  Chamber, 
the  rent  in  the  deed-poll^  but  it  is  with  the  lessee.'*    The  ^ 

words  there  were,  "  the  assignee  paying  the  rents  and  WoLvr.RiuaE 
performing  the  covenants,"  which  are  not  at  all  stronger  steward. 
than  they  are  here.  If  the  participle  in  the  one  case  is 
held  to  amount  to  a  covenant,  why  then  the  words  here 
must  amount  to  a  covenant.  That  is  a  case  directly  in 
point.  As  to  the  other  point  relied  on,  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  point  out  in  the  declaration  the  particular  cove- 
nant on  which  you  rely  here,  there  is  an  averment  that 
the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform 
the  covenants,  and  that  is  suflScient# 

Tufjier  in  reply. — Chancellor  v.  Poole  is  no  author- 
ity upon  the  point  subjudice;  there  Chancellor  had 
granted  a  lease  to  Burroughs  who  assigned  his  term  to 
Poole;  and  Chancellor^  for  particular  reasons  appearing  in 
the  case,  was  a  party  to  the  assignment :  he  contended 
that  the  assignment  operated  as  a  new  lease  from  him  to 
Poole,  or  that,  at  least,  there  was  an  express  covenant  in 
the  assignment  from  Poole  to  him  for  payment  of  rent. 
The  Court  decided  against  him  on  both  points.  Lord 
Mansfield,  it  must  be  admitted,  observed,  that  there  was 
a  covenant  by  Poole  with  Burroughs  the  lessee,  for  pay- 
ing the  rent ;  but  that  was  not  the  question  in  the  case ; 
and  a  case  is  only  to  be  considered  an  authority  on  the  point 
adjudged :  besides,  the  words  contained  in  the  assign- 
ment, in  Chancellor  v.  Poole,  are  much  stronger  than  the 
words  relied  upon  here. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Denman,  C.  J. — This  case  comes  before  the  Court  on  a 
writ  of  error  from  the  Ccjrt  of  Common  Pleas.  It  is  an  ac- 

VOL.  I.  XX 
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Exch.  Chamber,  tiOD  of  Covenant  brouirht  by  the  defendant  in  error  on  an  !»• 
1833.  o        ^ 

^  '   ^     denture  of  assignment  of  a  term  for  years  •  The  declaration 

WoLVERiDGE  stdtcs  thc  Original  lease  from  the  lessor  to  the  defendant  in 
Steward,  error,  for  twenty-one  years  from  March,  1820,  containing 
a  covenant  to  pay  rent  quarterly;  and  that,  by  indenture 
executed  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  defendant  in 
error  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  his  executors,  &c., 
the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and  the  demised  prenusea^ 
and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  term  of  years 
then  to  come  and  unexpired,  property,  claim,  and  demand 
of  the  defendant  in  error,  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture 
of  lease,  &c.  therein,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  lease, 
together  with  the  said  premises  by  the  same  demised^ 
and  by  the  said  assignment  assigned^  to  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  during  all 
the  rest  and  remainder  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years 
granted  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease  then  to  come 
and  unexpired,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of  tie 
yearly  rent^  and  the  performance  of  the  covenants  and 
agreements  reserved  and  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of 
lease;  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  accepted  the  said  as- 
signment and  entered.  The  declaration  then  assigns  as  a 
breach,  the  non-payment  of  rent  due  after  the  assignment, 
by  reason  whereof  the  defendant  in  error  was  obliged  to 
pay  the  amount. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  pleaded  several  pleas,  oa  which 
issue  was  joined  and  found  against  him;'  and  one  plea» 
vix.  that  before  the  rent  became  due  he  assigned  over, 
to  which  plea  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder,  on  which 
judgment  was  given  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for 
the  defendant  in  error.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  in  error  is  liable  to  the  defendant  in  er- 
for  for  nonpayment  of  rent  due  after  he  had  assigned 
over;  and  that  depends  upon  the  further  question,  whe- 
ther the  words  •*  subject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of 
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Uie  yearly  rent,"  &c.,  amount  to  a  covenant  to  pay  the  ^^*-  cumber, 
uent  during  the  whole  residue  of  the  unexpired  term.     If     v,,-..,^^-^ 
they  do,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  af-    Wolveridob 
firmed;  if  they  do  not,  it  ought  to  be  reversed.     We  are      Steward. 
of  opinion  that  they  do  not. 

It  is  fully  established  that  no  precise  form  of  words  is 
necessary  to  constitute  a  covenant.  ''Any  words  in  a 
deed  which  shew  an  agreemeni  to  do  a  thing  make  a  co- 
venant "(a);  but  it  must  be  clear  that  they  are  meant  to 
operate  as  an  agreemeni,  and  not  merely  as  words  of  con- 
dition or  qualification  (b).  Are  then  the  words  in  ques- 
tion meant  to  be  used  as  words  of  agreement  between  the 
assignor  and  assignee,  or  words  of  qualification  to  modify 
and  restrain  the  generality  of  the  words  which  precede, 
and  to  express  clearly  the  intention  of  the  assignor  nut  to 
assign  an  absolute  term,  but  a  term  subject  to  all  the  obli- 
gations towards  the  lessor  to  which  it  was  originally  liable? 
To  determine  this  we  must  look  at  the  indenture  as  stated 
on  the  record,  and  observe  in  what  part  the  words  occur : 
they  come  after  the  /labendunif  and  constitute  part  of  it ; 
though  the  indenture  contains  the  language  of  both  par- 
ties, in  the  granting  part  the  words  are  those  of  the  gran- 
tor, which  are  to  be  taken  most  strongly  against  hitnself ; 
and,  therefore,  it  was  material  for  him  to  qualify  the  grant, 
that  he  might  not  be  considered  as  conveying  any  greater 
estate  than  he  really  intended :  this  is  properly  done  in 
the  habendum.  Its  office  is  to  limit  the  certainty  of  the 
estate  (c) :  ''  it  doth  qualify  the  general  intendment  of  the 
premises;  and  the  reason  of  this  is,  for  that  it  is  a  maxim 
of  law  that  every  man's  grant  shall  be  taken  by  construc- 
tion of  law  most  forcible  against  himself*  (c/).  As  these 
expressions,  therefore,  occur  in  that  part  of  the  deed  in 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  A.  2.  {d)  Co.  Litt.  183.  r.;  see  also 

(6)  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  A. 3;      Hale,  171 ;  Stukfltf  v.  BulUr,  Com. 
1  Roll.  Abr.  518,  30  and  25.  Dig.  Fait,  E.  9. 

(c>  Co.  Litt.  6.  a. 
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>ught  to  be,  if  their  object  was  merely  to  qua- 
lify and  abridge  tlie  generality  of  ihe  granting  part,  it  is 
Woi-YMiDOB  highly  probable  that  they  were  intended  to  have  that  ef- 
stewakd.  feet  only ;  and  some  instances  were  adduced  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiGT  in  error,  where  similar  words  oc- 
curring in  the  same  part  of  the  deed  could  not  possibly 
have  any  other  signification.  For  example,  the  assign- 
ment of  a  lease  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  the  conveyance 
of  an  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage  or  inctmibrance,  to  s 
second  mortgagee,  or  to  a  purchaser,  where  it  is  iropoi- 
sible  that  these  words  could  constitute  a  covenant  by  the 
mortgagee  to  pay  the  rent  in  the  one  case,  or  by  the  se- 
cond mortgagee  or  purchaser  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  or 
incumbrance  in  the  other. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that,  in  these  instances,  the 
context  and  subject-matter  of  the  instrument  lead  to  the 
inference  that  no  covenant  was  intended  by  these  words, 
but  tliHt,  in  the  present  case,  no  such  inference  arises; 
and  that  the  same  words,  in  different  instruments,  may 
have  different  meanings.  This  may  be  true,  but  it  lies 
upon  the  defendant  in  error  to  shew  affirmatively  thalthe 
words  amount  to  an  agreement  with  him  to  pay  the  reot 
and  perform  the  covenants;  and  is  there  any  thing  in  this 
indenture  which  tends  to  prove  that  they  were  meant  to 
be  used  in  any  other  sense  than  that  which  would  nstu- 
rally  be  attributed  to  them  in  the  place  in  which  they 
occur?  On  the  contrary,  if  the  assignor  really  intended 
tiiat  the  assignee  should  covenant  with  him  to  pay  the 
rent  and  perform  every  covenant  during  the  term,  and 
thus  become  liable,  not  only  for  his  own  defaults,  but  for 
those  of  all  subsequent  assignees — and  the  assignee  really 
intended  also  to  bind  himself  to  that  extent — is  it  not  to  be 
expected  that  they  would  have  expressed  themselves  in 
distinct  unambiguous  language?  especially  as  it  is  the 
usual  practice  in  cases  of  this  kind,  where  such  a  liability  is 
intended,  for  the  assignee  to  enter  into  a  bond  or  an  ez- 
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press  covenant  of  indemnity  with  the  assignor  against  the  ^'^a.  Chamber. 
covenant  in  the  original  lease.     It  was  a  very  just  remark  '  ^ 

made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  it  is  the    Wolyekidob 
duty  of  a  party  who  intends  to  bind  another  by  a  covenant      stewakd. 
in  a  former  formal  instrument,  to  insert  it  in  that  instru- 
menty  in  distinct  and  intelligible  terms,  by  which  the  party 
to  be  bound  cannot  be  deceived,  and  not  to  call  upon  the 
Court  to  infer  such  a  covenant  from  words  which  are  at 
least  equivocal,  and  which  one  party  may   never   have 
meant  to  use  in  the  sense  ascribed  to  them  by  the  other 
For  these  reasons,  we  think  that  the  proper  construction  of 
this   indenture  is,  that  these  are  words  of  qualification, 
and  not  of  contract ;  and,  if  the  question  were  entirely  new, 
we  should  adopt  that  construction.     We  have,  however, 
the  authority  of  the  Couri  of  King's  Bencfi,  in  a  case 
which  is  not  reported,  the  particulars  of  which  have  been 
furnished  by  my  brother,  James  ParkCf  who  was  counsel  in 
it — Mills  V.  Harris^  Michaelmas  Term,  1820.     It  was  an 
action  of  assumpsit  by  the  assignor  against  the  assignee  of 
a  lease,  who  had  accepted  but  not  executed  the  assign- 
ment, for  not  repaying  to  the  assignor  the  rent  which  he 
had  been  obliged  to  pay,  after  the  assignee  had  assigned 
over.     The  deed  contained  similar  words  to  those  in  this 
instrument.     Lord   Tenterden  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  on 
the  trial  at  the  Sittings  before  Michaelmas  Term,  ]S20. 
On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  confirmed  his  Lord- 
ship's decision  by  refusing  a   rule,  on  the  ground  that 
these  were  not  words  of   agreement,  but  were  merely 
descriptive  of  the  obligations  to  which  the  assignee  would 
be  liable  as  between  him  and  the  lessor.     It  remains  only 
to  make  some  observations  on  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant  in  error.     That  of  Burnett  v.  Lynch  (a),  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  ground  that,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
interest  of  the  assignee^  there  is  a  duty  on  his  part  to  pay 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  689. 
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Kic/r.  Chamber,  the  rent  and  perforin  the  covenants.  Bayley^  J.,  in 
^  '^  '  •  giving  judgment,  states,  that  the  duty  is  commensurate 
WoLVERiDoii  with  the  time  during  which  tlie  assignee  has  an  interest  in 
Stewakd.  the  premises.  This  duty,  we  think,  would  arise  from  the 
mere  relation  between  the  parties,  without  any  such  words 
as  those  now  under  consideration ;  for  the  effect  of  the  as- 
signment is,  that  the  lessee  becomes  a  surety  to  the  lessor 
for  the  assignee,  who,  as  between  himself  and  the  lessor 
is  the  principal,  bound,  whilst  he  is  assignee,  to  pay  the 
rent  and  perform  the  covenant  running  with  the  estate; 
and  the  surety,  after  paying  the  debt,  or  discharging  tlie 
obligation  to  which  he  is  liable,  has  his  remedy  over 
against  the  principal.  And  he  would  also,  in  all  proba- 
bility, have  the  same  remedy  over  against  each  subsequent 
assignee,  in  respect  of  breaches  committed  during  the 
continuance  of  the  interest  of  aech ;  for  the  lessee  is,  in 
effect,  a  surety  for  each  of  them  to  the  lessor.  The  case 
of  Chancellor  v.  Poole  (a),  was  also  mentioned^  in  which 
Lord  Mansfield  said,  *'  that  there  was  a  covenant  by  the 
defendant  for  paying  the  rent  in  the  deed-poll,  but  it  was 
with  t/te  lessee.''  There,  however,  the  words  of  the  in- 
strument were  very  different ;  they  were  these,  '*  the  as- 
signee paying  the  rent  and  performing  the  covenants,  and 
indemnifying  the  lessee  against  the  same;"  which  last 
words  were  incapable  of  being  construed  as  qualifying  the 
generality  of  the  granting  part,  and  could  have  no  other 
effect  than  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  with 
the  assignor.  For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  Doug.  767. 
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Exch.  of  PleaSf 
COTTERILL  V.  DiXON.  ^     '^^'^'    . 

J^ILNER  had  obtained  a  rule  to  change  the  venue  in  a  motion  to  ' 
this  case  from  Suffolk  to  Lancaster,  on  a  special  aflBdavit,  ""^^^H  Jj^" 
stating  amongst  other  things  that  the  witnesses  all  resided  Rrounds,  ought 

•      -  to  be  made  after 

in  Lancaster.  plea  pleaded. 

R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause^  and  objected  that  the 
application  being  made  after  plea  pleaded  was  too  late. 

Baylev,  B. — That  is  so,  when  the  application  to  change 
the  venue  is  made  upnn  the  ordinary  affidavit  of  the  cause 
of  action  arising  in  the  county  of  A.  and  not  elsewhere.  But 
where  an  application  is  made  to  change  the  venue  on  spe- 
cial grounds,  it  ought  to  be  made  after  plea  pleaded,  be- 
cause, until  then,  it  cannot  be  known  what  issue  is  to  be 

tried. 

Rule  absolute. 


Balmont  v.  Morris. 
./£«   V*  RICHARDS  had  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  Though  a  plain- 

.11  «.  I        1     M   1         1  M  tiff  is  not  bound 

aside  the  proceedings  on  the  bail  bond  on  payment  of  to  declare  de 

costs.  heneetse;  yet, 

if  he  do  not,  he 
cannot  say  that 

Sir    tV.  Owen  shewed  cause. — The  only  question  is,  behasiostatnai, 

so  fls  to  have 

whether  the  bail  bond  is  not  to  stand  as  a  security.     If  the  bail  bond 
bail  had  been  properly  put  in,  the  plaintiff  might  have  J^y  on's^nr"" 
tried  his  cause ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  he  has  not  f^ide  proceed- 
declared ;  because  a  plaintiff  is  never  bound  to  declare  de  bail  bond. 
bene  esse. 

Batley,  B, — Though  you  are  not  bound  to  declare  de 
bene  esse,  yet,  if  you  do  not,  you  cannot  say  that  you  have 

lost  trial  (a). 

Rule  absolute,  on  payment  of  costs,  without 
the  bail  bond  standing  as  a  security. 

(a)  Sec  Rule  6,  Hil.  T.  2  W.  4 
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Bxi/t.  of  PlfaS, 


Butler  0.  Ford  and  Ledger. 


By  a  local  net  for 
pavinf^y  tight  in  t 
watching,  and 
iroprofing  the 
town  of  Lea* 
mingtoHf  cert 
commUrionen 
were 
and,  by  KCtion 
11,  were  autho- 
rized to  appoint, 
by  writing,  a 
treasurer  and 
clerk,  and  also 
all  such  sunrey- 
on,  scavengers, 
rakers,  &c  &c.. 


ixSSAULT  and  false  imprisonment.    Plea,  not  guilty. 
At  the  trial  before  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  As- 
sizes for  the  county  of  Warwick^  the  facts  of  the  case 
in^ion,  certain  appeared  to  be  as  follows: — The  plaintiff  was  a  butcher  in 
appointed;  ^^e  town  of  Leamington;  the  defendants,  Ford  and  Ledger ^ 
were  constables  and  watchmen  appointed  by  the  com- 
missioners under  an  act  for  pavingi  watching,  and  im- 
proving the  town  o{  Leamington*    On  the  Slst  September^ 
18r3^9  ahout  the  hour  of  eight  in  the  evening,  a  disturb- 
ance took  place  at  the  plaintiff's  house,  occasioned  by  the 
beadles,  consta-   plaintiff  quarrelling  with  and  beating  an  apprentice  boy 

bles,  watchmen     «     ,  .  .  rtyi       ■  11  .       • 

and  other  offl-     HI  his  scrvicc.     The  boy  was  heard  to  utter  great  cnes, 

w"id«trnu*for  *"^  ^*®  ^®®"  ^^  ^^™®  ^"*  ^^  ^^^  house,  and  endeavour  to 
theeiecution  of  x\iu  awav,  with  his  head  cut,  and  bleeding  profusely.    The 

tlie  purposes  o^.,  ,,  .  1 

the  act,  as  they  plaintiff  followed  him  in  a  state  of  great  excitement,  and 
to  lime  think  "*^  attempted  to  renew  the  violence,  but  the  boy  eventually 
proper.  By  sec-  majg  his  cscapc.    A  crowd  collected,  and  the  boy  having 

uon77,thecom-  ■  '  . 

missioners  were  stated  that  his  master  had  cut  him  with  a  knife,  a  report 

to  appoint  such  to  this  effect  prevailed  amongst  the  persons  assembled, 

bodie*d  rnw^M*  *"^  reached  the  ears  of  the  defendants,  who  came  up  to 

they  should  the  spot  as  the  people  were  dispersing.     The  defendants 

think  proper,  to  i-i.»  •  10         ii»i» 

be  employed  as  entered  the  plaiiitift  tf  premises,  and  found  him  lying  on 
ring^hTniJu-  ^l^e  floor  in  a  back  room.  They  seized  the  plaintiff,  and 
time,  wad  it  was  ^old  him  they  wanted  him ;  and,  according  to  the  evidence 

enacted,  that  it  ^  '  '  * 

should  be  law- 
ful fur  such  watchmen,  and  they  were  thereby  required  in  their  respective  stations,  to  apprcbeod 
and  secure  all  malefactors,  &c.  Src,  and  all  suspected  persons  who  should  be  found  wandering  or  mis- 
behaving themselves  during  the  hours  of  keeping  watch.  By  section  78,  the  watchmen  were  to  be 
sworn  in  as  constables,  and  were  to  be  invested  with  the  like  powers  and  authorities,  &c.  &c.,  ss 
any  con  ables  werp invested  with  or  enjoyed  bylaw.  By  section  163,  it  was  enacted,  that  no  ac- 
tion,  suit,  or  information  should  be  commenced  against  any  perton  or  persoHMfor  any  Iking  done  or 
to  be  done  under  or  by  virtue  of  that  act,  until  one  calender  month's  notice  thereof  should  have 
been  first  given  in  writing  to  the  clerk  of  the  commissioners  of  the  cause  of  action,  nor  at  any  ooie 
whatsoever  after  sufficient  satisfaction  or  tender  should  have  been  made  to  the  party  aggrieved* 
The  act  contained  the  usual  power  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  and  giving  the  special  matter  in 
evidence,  and  the  act  was  to  be  deemed  a  public  act: — Held,  first,  that  the  section  requiring  notice 
to  be  given  is  not  confined  to  acts  done,  or  directed  to  be  done,  by  the  commissioners,  but  appli^< 
to  acts  done  by  constables  apd  watchmen.  Secondly,  that  evidence  of  the  defendants  acting  as  con- 
stables and  watchmen  under  the  comroi9:>ioners  in  the  town,  was  prinul^iffjtf  sufficient  to  entitle  them 
to  the  protection  of  tlie  above  section,  witl^out  proof  of  tbeir  appointment;  and,  thirdly,  that  where 
the  watchmen  had  reasonable  ground  of  suspicion  that  felony  had  been  committed  by  the  plaintifftsna 
went  to  the  plaintiflTs  house  to  apprehend  him  forsuch  felony,  but  beat  him,  and  usedmuch  more  violence 
fbim  was  necessary  for  eflTecting  his  apprehen^on,  they  were  protected  by  the  section  requiring  notice. 
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of  a  shop  boy  who  was  present^  began  to  beat  the  plain-  Exch.  o/PUat. 
tiff  Jn  a  violent  manner  with  their  staves^  in  consequence  ^ 

of  his  not  immediately  accompanying  them.  They  forced  Butler 
him  from  the  back  room  into  the  shop,  where  they  were  ford. 
seen  by  several  persons  from  the  street,  a  crowd  having 
again  collected ;  and,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  wit- 
nesses, the  defendants,  on  the  one  hand,  continued  their 
violence  towards  the  plaintiff,  while  he,  on  the  other  hand, 
violently  resisted  their  attempts  to  remove  him.  Mean- 
while, the  mob  in  the  street  began  to  raise  a  great  outcry 
against  the  officers,  which  increased  so  much,  when  the 
latter  forced  the  plaintiff  out  of  his  shop  into  the  street, 
that  they  gave  up  the  idea  of  carrying  him  away,  and  suf- 
fered him  to  return  into  his  shop.  A  by-stander,  who  was 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  went  up  to  the  officers 
and  inquired  of  them  if  they  had  a  warrant,  to  which  Ford 
replied  they  had  not,  and  stated  that  they  had  had  infor- 
mation that  the  plaintiff  had  cut  open  bis  apprentice's 
head  with  a  knife;  he  added,  that  they  had  told  the 
plaintiff  that  they  did  not  mean  to  apprehend  him  if  he 
would  engage  to  remain  quietly  at  home  till  the  next 
morning,  and  that  they  should  not  have  apprehended 
him  if  he  had  not  abused  them. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  a  written  appointment  of 
Fordi  as  head -constable  and  watchman,  was  put  in  and 
proved;  and  it  was  also  proved,  that,  for  a  considerable 
time  before  the  above  transaction  occurred,  both  he  and 
the  other  defendant  had  acted  as  constables  and  watch- 
men under  the  commissioners  of  the  town  of  Leamington. 
By  the  act  under  which  the  defendants  derived  their  au- 
thority, viz.  6  Oeo.  4,  for  paving,  lighting,  watching,  and 
improving  the  town  of  Leamington^  certain  commissioners 
were  appointed,  and,  by  sect.  11,  were  authorized  to  ap- 
point, by  writing  under  their  hands,  a  treasurer  and  clerk, 
and  also  certain  other  oflScers  therein  mentioned, ''  and 
aUo   all   such  surveyors,  scavengers,  rakers,   cleansers. 
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Bxefu  of  Pleas,  water-keepen,    lighters    of  lamps,  beadles,  coiuiabks, 

waiehment  and  other  offieer  or  officers,  deputies,  or  as  - 
sistants,  for  the  execution  of  the  purposes  of  the  act,  as 
they  should  from  tnne  to  time  think  proper."    By  sect 
77^  the  commissioDers  were  also  empowered  to  appoint 
such  number  of  aMe4x>died  men  as  they  should  think 
proper  to  be  employed  as  watchmen  during  the  night- 
time, and  to  provide  proper  watch-houses  for  the  safe  cus- 
tody of  persons  apprehended  by  such  watchmen  while  on 
duty:   and  to  discharge  and  fine  watchmen  for  neglect  of 
duty.    And  it  was  enacted,  that  **  it  should  be  lawful  for 
such  watchmen,  and  they  were  thereby  required,  in  their 
respective  stations,  to  apprehend  and  secure  all  malefac- 
tors, rogues,  vagabonds,  and  disorderly  persons,  and  dis- 
turbers of  the  public  peace,  and  all  suspected  persons  who 
should  be   found  wandering  or  misbehaving  themselves 
during  the  hours  of  keeping  watch,  and  to  conduct  all 
such  persons,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be,  before  some 
justice  of  the  peace."    By  sect.  78,  the  watchmen  were  to 
be  sworn  in  as  constables,  and  were  to  be  invested  with 
the  like  powers  and  authorities,  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties, as  any  constables  were  invested  with  or  enjoyed  by 
law.      By  sect  81,  two  justices  of  the  peace  were  em- 
powered to  punish  watchmen  by  imprisonment  for  neglect 
or  misconduct.    By  section  163,  it  was  enacted  that  do 
'*  action,  suit,  or  information,  should  be  commenced  against 
any  person  or  persons  for  any  thing  done  or  to  be  done, 
under  or  by  tiriue  of  that  aet^  until  one  calendar  month's 
notice  thereof  should  have  been  first  given  in  writing  to 
the  clerk  of  the  commissioners  of  the  cause  and  intention 
of,  for,  and  concerning  such  action  or  suit ;  nor  at  any 
time  whatsoever,   after  sufficient  satisfaction  or  tender 
should  have  been  made  to  the  party  aggrieved/*    It  was 
also  provided  by  the  same  section  that  the  general  issue 
might  be  pleaded  in  any  such  action,  and  the  act  and 
special   matter  given  in  evidence;   and  that   the  matter 
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or  thing  for  which  such  action^  &c.  should  be  so  brought  £'c/i.  ofPUat, 
was  done  in  pursuance  and  by  the  authority  of  the  act 
It  was  also  declared  that  the  act  should  be  deemed  a 
public  act. 

Upon  the  above  provisions  it  was  contended  that  the 
phiintifT  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  in  consequence  of  his 
having  omitted  to  give  the  notice  of  action  required  by 
the  163rd  section.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  ob-- 
jected  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  Ledger ^  at  ail 
events,  could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  without  his  appointment  being  put  in  and  proved; 
proof  of  acting  in  the  character  of  constable  or  watchman 
being  insufficient.  Z)eitiitaii,C.  J.,  left  three  questions  to 
the  jury,  viz.—  1st.  Whether  the  defendants  had  reasonable 
grounds  for  suspecting  that  a.  felony  had  been  committed  ? 
Sndly.  Whether  they  went  to  the  plaintiff's  house  in  order 
to  apprehend  him  for  such  felony?  and,  Srdly,  whether 
they  used  more  violence  than  was  necessary  for  effecting 
such  apprehension.  The  jury  found  in  the  affirmative, 
as  to  the  first  two  questions;  and»  as  to  the  third,  they 
found  that  the  defendants  had  used  much  more  violence 
than  was  necessary^  and  gave  the  plaintiff  50/.  damages, 
leave  being  given  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit.  A  rule  for  this  purpose  having  been  obtained  in 
last  Easier  term — 

.  Goulburfif  Serj t.,  and  Humfrey  now  sliewed  cause. — No- 
tice of  action  was  unnecessary :  the  16drd  section  was  in* 
tended  to  apply  to  acts  expressly  directed  by  the  statute 
or  by  the  commissioners  themselves;  but  not  to  acts  done 
by  subordinate  officers  under  a  general  authority  derived 
from  the  statute  or  the  commissioners.  It  is  reasonable 
that  the  commissioners  themselves  should  be  protected ; 
but  if  it  be  held,  that  the  present  defendants  are  entitled 
to  notice,  it  will  follow  that  the  lowest  servants  of  the  com- 
missioners, such  as  lamplighters  and  scavengers,  will  all 
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^^a^i''"'  ^^  entitled  to  the  same  privilege,  which  appears  very  un- 
v__,,_^  reasonable  and  inconventenb  [Lord  LynMurtt. — Section 
Butler  77  of  the  act  expresslf  directs  the  watchmen  to  appro* 
FoED.  hend  malefactors  and  suspected  persons  misbehaving  them- 
selves]. The  defendants  did  not  act  upon  this  occasion 
as  watchmen,  but  as  constables:  if  the;  had  been  patrol- 
ling the  streets  as  watchmen,  and  had  seen  the  disturb- 
ance, it  might  have  been  different;  but  they  did  not  come 
up  until  the  first  disturbance  was  over  and  the  people  bad 
dispersed.  Secondly.  Admitting  that  notice  ia  necessary 
with  regard  to  the  acts  of  watchmen  and  constables,  it  can 
only  be  required  in  cases  where  the  conduct  of  the  o£Scers 
has  been  of  such  a  descripUon  that  they  might  reasonably 
suppose  they  were  warranted  by  the  statute  in  acting  as 
they  did.  Cook  v,  Leonard,  per  Bayley,  J.  (a).  Here 
the  whole  conduct  of  the  officers  was  such  that  they  could 
have  had  no  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  they  were 
acting  in  pursuance  of  the  act;  for,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  boy,  they  began  to  beat  the  plaintiff  before 
he  had  used  any  violence  in  resisting;  and,  according  to 
their  own  statement  made  at  the  time,  they  apprehended 
the  plaintiff,  not  on  the  ground  of  his  having  committed  a 
felony,  but  because  he  abused  them.  There  was  no  colour 
for  supposing  that  this  conduct  was  warranted  by  the  acl; 
and  if  that  be  so,  they  are  not  entitled  to  notice.  Morgan  r. 
Palmer ib)i  Irving  v.  WiUon(c).  [Baytey,  B.— In  those 
cases  there  was  no  colour  for  supposing  that  any  part  of 
the  act  complained  of  was  warranted ;  but  here  the  ori- 
ginal apprehension  was  lawful.]  When  part  of  an  act  is 
lawful,  but  the  defendant  by  mistake  or  inadvertence  ex- 
ceeds his  authority,  notice  ought  to  be  given — Per  Lord 
Kenyan,  Greenaay  v.  Hurd{d);  but  here  the  excess  was 
not  by  mistake  or  inadvertence,  but  was  entirely  wanton; 


(o)  6  B.  &  C.  351,  5,  6.  (c)  4  T.  R.  485. 

(6)  2  B.  k  C.  729.  (rf)  4  T.  R.  555. 
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for  beating  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  an  officer*  An  action  Exeh,  <^  Pleat, 
may  be  maintained  for  the  beating,  though  not  for  the 
seizure;  and  here  the  jury  have  given  damages  for  the 
excess  alone*  Thirdly.  At  all  events  the  protection  is 
confined  to  the  defendant  Ford,  and  the  plaintifi^  will  be 
entitled  to  retain  his  verdict  against  the  other  defendant* 
By  section  11 ,  the  appointment  of  constables  and  watchmen 
is  required  to  be  made  in  writing,  and  no  such  appoint- 
ment was  proved  as  to  the  defendant  ledger;  the  only 
evidence  being  that  he  had  acted  as  constable  and  watch- 
man. Now  evidence  of  acting  may  be  sufficient  in  the 
case. of  ordinary  officers  known  to  the  law^  but  not  in  the 
case  of  officers  deriving  a  special  authority  from  a  local 
act,  and  claiming  exclusive  privileges  by  virtue  of  their 
offices.  Such  parties  ought  to  bring  themselves  clearly 
within  the  act ;  but  mere  evidence  of  acting  is  of  an  equi- 
vocal nature,  for  the  party  might  be  an  ordinary  consta- 
ble, acting  within  the  limits  of  the  local  act,  but  not  de- 
riving his  authority  from  the  commissioners.  [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst. — The  act  is  a  public  act,  and  the  officers  acting 
under  it  are  well  known  in  the  place  where  the  transaction 
occurred.  In  Berryman  v.  Wue  (a),  it  is  laid  down,  that^ 
in  the  case  of  all  peace-officers,  constables,  &c.,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  prove  that  they  acted  in  those  characters,  with* 
out  producing  their  appointments.  Bullert  J.,  referred 
to  GordovLS  case  (6),  where  all  the  Judges  held,  that  proof 
of  acting  was  sufficient  in  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of 
an  officer  in  the  execution  of  his  duty* 

Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Hayes,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were 
directed  to  confine  themselves  to  the  first  and  second 
points.  First.  Watchmen  and  constables  are  clearly  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  lS6th  section,  which  extends 

(a)  4  T.  R.  366.  (b)  Leach,  Cro.  Ga.  685. 
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Rn*.  ^PUat,  to  Ktiona  ftgainst  "  any  personi  for  anjr  Ihiag  done  ander 
^  or  by  Tirtite  of  the  act."  They  derive  their  wliole  an- 
BiTTLBK  tbority  from  the  actr  and  section  77  exprenly  requires 
Fo>D.  watchmen  to  arreet  "  malefacton,  distnrbers  of  the  ptiblic 
peace,  and  suspected  persons  wandering  or  mi<beba*ing 
themselTes  during  the  hours  of  keeping  watch."  Now  the 
transaction  which  gave  rise  to  the  apprehension  of  (he 
plaintiff  occurred  during  the  hours  of  keeping  wntch,  and 
the  jury  have  found  that  there  was  reasonable  ground  for 
suspecting  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a  felony :  it  it, 
therefore,  plain  that  the  words  of  the  above  section  ex- 
pressly authoriied  the  defendants  to  apprehend  hiiD.  If 
they  had  neglected  to  do  so,  under  the  ci  ream  stances  of 
the  case,  they  would  hare  been  liable  to  punishment  for  a 
neglect  of  duty,  under  sections  77  and  78;  and  it  would 
be  very  unrensonable  to  say,  that  they  would  have  been 
liable  to  punisiiment  under  these  sections  for  neglecting 
their  duty,  and  not  entitled  to  the  protection  given  by 
section  163,  for  attempting  to  perform  it.  No  authority 
can  be  produced  in  support  of  the  argument,  tirat  a  pro- 
vision of  this  description  is  confined  to  the  acts  of  the 
commissioners  themselves.  Such  a  linrited  construction 
would  entirely  defeat  the  object  of  the  clause;  for  the 
commissioners  scarcely  ever  act  themselves,  but  always  by 
their  officers.  Grave*  v.  Amolti(a)  is  directly  in  point. 
Secnndlt/.  If  any  ))art  of  the  defendants*  conduct  was  jus- 
tified by  the  act,  they  were  entitled  to  notice;  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  the  original  apprehen- 
sion was  clearly  legal.  That  apprehension  and  the  sub- 
sequent violence  form  one  continuous  act;  the  violent  con- 
duct of  the  defendants  being  occasioned  by  the  violent 
resistance  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is,  therefore,  the  ordinary 
case  of  a  party  engaged  in  the   perfbrmnnce  of  an  act 

(a)  3  Camp.  242. 
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which  he  was  authorized  to  do,  and  exceedinir  his  autho*  Sxdu  o/Pieat, 

1833. 
rity ;  and  it  is  estahlished  hy  many  decisions^  that  in  such 

a  case  notice  of  action  nmst  b^  given. 

They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Lyndhurst>  C.  B, — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
for  entering  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  It  has 
been  contendedi  in  the  first  place^  that  th$i  IBSrd  section^ 
which  requires  notice  to  be  given,  should  be  eonfined  to  acts 
done  or  directed  to  be  done  by  the  commissioners  them- 
selves; but  the  language  of  the  statute  does  not  warrant  such 
a  construction.  The  act  says,  that  "  no  action^  suit,  or  in* 
formation  shall  be  commenced  against  any  person  or  per" 
sans  for  any  thing  done  or  to  be  dQne  under  or  by  virtue 
of  this  act,  until  one  calendar  month's  nDtice  thereof  shall 
be  first  given  in  writing  to  the  cleric  of  the  commissioners, 
signed  by  the  intended  plaintiff,  of  the  cause  and  intention 
of,  for,  and  concerning  such  action  or  suit,  nor  at  any  time 
whatsoever  after  suflScient  satisfaction  or  tender  shall  have 
been  made  to  the  party  aggrieved."  Nothing  can  be 
more  general  than  the  words  of  this  section,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  justify  us  in  giving  them  a  limited  construction. 
The  object  of  the  clause  is  to  enable  the  commissioners  to 
tender  amends  for  the  acts  of  their  officers  where  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  appear  to  render  such  a  course 
proper,  and  this  object  would  be  defeated  by  the  limited 
construction  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
If  an  authority  were  wanting  on  this  point.  Graves  y.Ar^ 
nold  is  directly  applicable.  Upon  the  question  raised  as 
to  the  evidence  offered  at  the  trial  to  establish  that  the 
defendants  were  constables  and  watchmen,  I  think  it  was 
sufficient  to  prove  that  they  acted  in  those  characters. 
Evidence  of  this  nature  is  evidence  that  they  were  duly 
appointed ;  it  is  not  conclusive,  but  quite  sufficient  as  a 
primd  facie  case.     Upon  the  remaining  question,  namely. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  was  of  such  « 
description  as  to  enable  them  to  avafl  themselves  of  the 
provision  of  the  statute  relative  to  notice  of  action,  the 
facts  of  the  case  are,  that  the  officers  had  reasonable 
ground  for  apprehending  the  plaintiff;  that  they  attempted 
to  apprehend  him,  and  that,  upon  his  resistance,  they  were 
guilty  of  an  excess  in  endeavouring  to  effect  his  appre- 
hension. But  where  officers  are  in  the  execution  of  their 
duty  and  are  guilty  of  an  excess,  this  is  just  the  case 
which  the  statute  was  intended  to  meet;  for  the  enact- 
ment which  enables  the  commissioners  to  tender  amends 
would  be  useless  in  cases  where  the  officers  had  acted 
within  the  strict  line  of  their  duty. 

Batley,  B.— It  is  quite  clear  that  the  163rd  section  is 
not  confined  to  acts  done  by  the  commissioners  them- 
selves: if  any  party  is  doing  an  act  which  the  statute  au- 
thorises, he  is  acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act* 
Upon  the  question  of  excess,  you  must  not  loolc  to  insu- 
lated parts  of  the  transaction,  but  to  the  whole  of  it. 
Here  there  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  grossly 
misconducted  himself  to  a  boy  in  his  service,  and  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  case  raised  a  suspicion  that  he  had 
been  guilty  of  a  felonious  cutting  and  wounding;  the 
jury  found  that  there  was  reasonable  ground  for  such  a 
suspicion^  and  that  the  defendants  went  to  apprehend  the 
plaintiff,  but  committed  unnecessary  violence  in  effecting 
his  apprehension.  Upon  a  view  of  the  whole  evidence, 
it  appears  that  the  defendants  were  engaged  in  doing  an 
act  authorized  by  the  statute,  but  went  beyond  their  duty, 
and  this  is  precisely  the  case  for  a  notice  of  action.  The 
cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  are  plainly  distin- 
guishable. In  Cook  v.  Leonard  there  was  no  reasonable 
ground  for  supposing  that  any  part  of  the  act  done  was 
authorized  by  the  statute;  and  in  Morgan  v.  Palmer  and 
Irving  V.  Wilson,  there  was  no  colour  for  supposing  that 
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the  defendants  were  entitled  to  exact  the  money  in  virtue  Exch,  o/pieas, 
of  their  respective  offices.  Upon  the  last  point,  I  think,  that,     v^    ^      ^ 
even  if  strict  proof  of  appointment  were  necessary,  it  was       Butlbr 
enough  to  prove  the  appointment  of  one,  and  that  the         p^j^^ 
other  would  also  be  entitled  to  notice,  as  acting  in  his 
aid.     But,  besides  this,  the  general  rule  is  well  establish- 
ed, that  evidence  of  acting  is  sufficient  primd  facie  proof 
of  appointment;  and  no  distinction  can  be  supported  be- 
tween peace-officers  appointed  under  a  local  act  and  other 
peace-officers. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon  all  the 
points.  The  case,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  has  been 
argued  as  if  the  violence  complained  of  were  an  insulated 
act,  standing  perfectly  distinct  from  all  the  other  circum- 
stances of  the  case ;  but  it  is  not  so,  the  arrest  and  subse- 
quent violence,  are  parts  of  the  same  transaction ;  and  the 
violence  proved  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendants 
is  only  evidence  that  they  were  guilty  of  an  excess.  Green-i 
way  V.  Hurd  (a)  shews,  that,  when  parties  have  committed 
an  excess  in  the  performance  of  a  lawful  act,  they  are 
within  the  scope  of  legislative  provisions,  resembling  that 
contained  in  the  IGc^rd  section  of  the  act  now  before  us; 
and  Welter  v.  Toke  {b)  is  a  strong  authority  to  shew  that 
such  provisions  are  expressly  intended  to  apply  to  cases 
where  the  party  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  notice  has  been 
a  wrong-doer.  It  seems  to  me,  from  the  whole  evidence, 
that  the  present  case  is  within  the  very  words  of  the  act, 
as  well  as  within  its  spirit  and  meaning. 

BoLLAMD,  B.-— I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  Upon  tlie 
first  point,  I  think  the  very  general  language  of  the  163rd 
section  manifestly  shews  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to 
all  parties  acting  under  the  statute.     I  also  think  that  the 

(a)  4  T.  R.  663.  (b)  9  East,  3C4. 
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£<«*.  tfPUai,   evidence  of  acting  was  sufficient  proof  of  appointment 

and  that  here  the  evidence  was  decisive  to  shew  that  the 
defendants  had  acted  in  the  particular  characters*  by  virtue 
of  which  they  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  notice*  Upon  the 
remaining  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
separate  the  alleged  excess  from  the  original  apprehen- 
sion«  and  claim  to  maintain  the  present  action  in  respect 
of  such  excess  alone.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff* 
upon  this  point*  would  go  to  the  extent  of  proving  that 
notice  was  never  necessary*  except  in  cases  where  it  could 
not  be  wanted;  for  the  plaintiff*  in  an  action  like  the 
present*  might  always  wait  the  event  of  a  trial*  and*  if  he 
succeeded  in  establishing  that  any  excess  had  been  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant*  he  would  say  that  his  action  was 
brought  only  in  respect  of  such  excess*  and  not  for  the 
original  apprehension.  This  would  also  impose  great 
hardship  upon  officers  in  the  execution  of  their  duty ;  for 
it  might  often  happen  that  a  party  who  had  been  appre- 
hended* and  had  violently  resbted  the  officer  effecting  his 
apprehension,  would  be  able  to  prove  that  the  officer  had 
used  considerable  violence*  while  the  latter  might  be  with- 
out the  means  of  shewing  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct  had 
rendered  such  violence  absolutely  necessary. 

Rule  absolute. 


^fcLjk.H^  Scire fi 


Sandland  «.  Claridge. 


btti  Btty  be  '^^IRE  facias  against  bail.  The  ca.  sa.  against  the  prin- 

J^diTrf*  ^^  ""  *®  original  action  was  returnable  on  the  4th  of 

iS^iSSprin.  ^'"^'     '^^'^  '*^"  •^^-  "^^  ^^^^  ^  *«  8*  of  May,  being 

"""SUiburd.,.  i^  *'"*  "^"^  ot  Easter  term,  was  returnable  on  the  26th  of 

daH^whteh.  r^^' •"^  ^*«  lodged  with  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  on 

bdiCu?5riL  ^"^  ^^*  ^^  ^^«y.  *nd  the  bail  were  duly  summoned. 


the  aheriff'a  of- 
flosncedDotbe 


vcm  n««i  DOC  be         J^L^    w « 

Ufrm.  osm^ennsnow  moved*  upon  notice,  to  set  aside  the 


0. 

Claridoe. 
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writ  of  sd.  fa.,  and  all  proceedings  thereon,  for  irregu-  excH.  of  Pka$, 
larity.  sJl^i^ 

The  writ  of  scL/u.  is  irregular,  in  not  being  tested  on  sandland 
the  return  day  of  the  writ.  In  TidcTs  Practice  (a),  it  is 
laid  down  that  "  the  sci*  Jit.,  upon  a  recognizance  against 
bail  in  the  action,  when  the  proceedings  are  by  bill,  ought 
to  be  tested  on  the  return  day,  or,  by  original  in  the 
King*s  Bench  or  Common  Pleas,  on  the  quarto  die  post  of 
the  return  of  the  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  against  the 
principal.**  So,  in  Dax's  Practice  (6)  it  is  said,  that  "  it 
should  be  tested  on  the  return  day  of  the  ca,  sa.^ 

The  proceedings  are  also  irregular,  as  the  writ  of  sd.fa, 
was  not  left  four  clear  days  in  term  at  the  sherifi*s 
office.  In  Dax's  Practice  (c)  it  is  said,  **  it  must  be  left 
in  the  sheriflfs  office  the  last  four  clear  days,  exclusive  of 
the  day  it  is  lodged  and  of  the  return  day,  and  exclusive  of 
Sundays,  before  the  return  thereof.**  The  rule  is  laid 
down  in  the  same  way  in  Tidd's  Practice  (d). 

Crompton  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — There 
is  no  authority  for  saying  that  the  four  days,  during 
which  the  writ  is  to  lie  in  the  sherifTs  office,  are  to  be  in 
term.  The  books  of  practice  which  have  been  cited  lay 
down  the  rule  with  great  particularity,  but  they  say  the 
last  four  clear  days  before  the  return,  and  do  not  say  four 
days  in  term.  {Bayley^  B. — If  the  sci.fa.  be  returnable,  as 
it  may  be,  on  the  first  day  of  term,  how  could  the  four  last 
days  exclusive  before  the  return^  during  which  the  writ  is 
to  lie  in  the  office,  be  in  term?]  As  to  the  teste  of  the  sci, 
fa.,  all  the  authorities  and  cases  shew  merely  that  the  «ct./a. 
cannot  be  tested  before  the  return  of  the  ca.  sa.  It  may 
be  tested  either  on  the  return  day,  or  after  the  return 
day,  that  is,  after  the  cause  of  action  has  accrued,  and 

(a)  1176,  8th  edit.  (c)  Ut  edit.  123. 

(6)  Ibid.  (<0  8th  edit.  1179. 
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Exeh.  o/Pieatt  not  before.     It  is  an  action  upon  a  judgment;  and  there  is 
^     nothing  to  compel  a  party  who  has  a  cause  of  action,  to 
sandland      sue  out  his  writ  the  very  day  the  cause  of  action  accrues, 
Claridge.      whether  he  proceeds  by  sci./a,  or  by  action  of  debt. 

The  contest  in  the  cases  has  always  beeui  as  to  whether 
the  sci>  fa*  could  be  sued  out  on  the  return  day,  not 
whether  it  must  be  sued  out  on  that  day.  Stewart  y. 
Smith  (a);  Shivers  ?.  Brooks  (b).  The  Courts  ha^e  held 
that  the  writ  might  be  tested  on  that  day,  because  the 
cause  of  action  had  then  accrued;  but  this  is  the  first 
case  in  which  the  bail  have  said  that  the  sci.fa.  was  sued 
out  too  late. 

John  JerviSf  in  support  of  the  rule,  relied  on  the  au* 
thorities  in  the  books  of  practice  mentioned  by  him  in 
moving  for  the  rule,  and  upon  the  uniform  practice,  and 
he  referred  to  the  officers  of  the  Court 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  Master  states  to  us, 
that  it  is  usual  that  the  writ  of  sci.  fa.  should  be  tested 

on  the  return  day  of  the  ca.  sa. ;  but  he  does  not  state 

« 

that  it  is  necessary  that  it  should  be  so  tested ;  the  autho- 
rities shew  that  it  may  be  tested  on  the  return  day^  not 
that  it  must.     The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1567 ;  Straoge^      (6)  8  T.  R.  628. 
866)  S.  C. 
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EjkJl  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

Williams  p.  Stott. 

/^LANDER,  The  declaration  began  by  alleging,  tbat»  sUnder,  for  ac- 
before  the  time  of  the  committing  the  grievances  therein-  offe"on?ou"ein- 
after  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  the  servant  bewiement. 

*  *      "^  It  appeared 

of  certain   persons^   to  wit^  the  mayor,   aldermen,    and  that  the  plain- 
burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Warwick;  in  a  certain  situ-  chosen  and 
ation,  office,  and  employment,  to  wit,  the  situation,  office,  ^^7*i *et*he*d 

and  employment  of  one  of  the  chamberlains  of  the  com-  by  a  corpora- 
tion, as  cham- 
mons   and   commonable  lands,  within  the  parish  o{  Si.  beriainofcer- 

Mary,  in  the  borough  of  fVarwick;  by  virtue  and  in  exer-  ^^^  und"°Thc 

cise  of  which  said  employment,  it  was  the  plaintiff's  duty  ^^'^^ff^J?* 

to  receive  and  take  into  his  possession  divers  large  sums  of  (who  received 

/•I  i/»i»j  ij  no  remunera- 

money,  for  and  on  account  of  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  Hon)  were  to 

and  burgesses.     And  that  the  defendant,  contriving  to  ^j^^^^Tcom- 

injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  that  be  monersand 

had  been  and  was  guilty  of  the  offence  of  fraudulent  and  using  the  com- 

felonioui  embezzlement^  and  to  subject  him  to  the  penalties  "°mSoy'the*' 

provided  by  the  laws  against  persons  guilty  thereof,  in  monies  so  re- 

&c.,  at  &c.,  in  a  discourse  which  the  defendant  had  of  and  ing  the  lands  in 

concerning  the  plaintiff,  as  such  servant  of  the  said  mayor,  count'at  the  end 

aldermen,  and  burgesses,  and  of  and  concerning  the  plain-  t^jf*^//,lj^*° 

tiff's  conduct  in  his  said  employment,  in  the  presence,  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  to  pay 
&c.,  spoke  and  published  to  and  of  and  concerning  the  over  any  ba- 

plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  conduct  of  the  plain-  h",J|Jg*"o  ^J, 

tiff  as  such  servant  as  aforesaid,  the  false  and  defamatory  ■""*"°7.*?  ®^- 

words  following,  viz.:  '*You  are  a  rogue  and  a  villain;  that  the  piaintifF 

and  what  have  you  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  done  with  wrrant,  or  per- 

the  commoners'  money  ?  (thereby  meaning  money  received  |^^g"a!?Idty 

by  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  his  said  employment).     You  of  a  servant," 

(meaning   the   plaintiff)  embezzled ! "    (thereby  meaning  s  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 

that  the  plaintiff  had  fraudulently  and  feloniously,   and  JeKi'emenr"' 

If  a  good  in- 
nuendo in  a  declaration,  ascribing  a  particular  meaning  to  alleged  slanderous  words,  be  not  sup- 
ported in  evidence,  die  plaintiff  cannot  reject  it  at  the  trial,  and  resort  to  another  meaning. 

Sembie,  that  a  verbal  imputation  of  fraudulent  embesalement  in  an  offiof  of  the  above  de- 
scription vrould  not  be  actionable* 
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Sxck,  qfpuat,  affaiDst  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf  made  and 
1833. 

provided^  embezzled  money  received  by  him  by  virtue  of 

his  said  employment).  There  were  other  words  of  general 
abuse  set  out  in  the  county  which  it  is  unnecessary  to 
mention.  The  second  count  was  similar  to  the  firsts  re- 
ferring to  the  prefatory  matter  stated  in  that  count,  and 
containing  a  similar  innuendo.  The  third  count  set  out  the 
same  words,  but  alleged  that  they  were  spoken  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff  as  servant  to  certain  persons,  to 
wit,  the  commoners  of  the  parish  of  SL  Mary,  in  the 
borough  of  Warwick,  in  a  certain  employment,  to  wit,  &c.^ 
describing  the  employment  as  in  the  first  count,  but 
stating  that  the  monies  were  received  for  and  on  account 
of  the  commoners,  with  a  like  innuendo  as  to  felonious 
embezzlement.  The  fourth  count  alleged  that  the  words 
were  spoken  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and 
concerning  his  conduct  in  a  certain  employment,  to  wit^ 
the  employment,  situation,  and  office  of  one  of  the  cham- 
berlains of  the  commons  and  commonable  lands  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  without  averring  that  he  was  servant 
to  any  parties,  but  containing  a  similar  innuendo*  The 
last  count  did  not  refer  to  any  office,  but  merely  set  out 
the  words  with  an  innuendo  that  the  defendant  meant  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  fraudulent  and  felonious 
embezzlement.    Plea — Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Denrnan,  C.  J*,  at  the  last  Spring  As- 
sizes for  the  county  of  JVancick,  it  appeared  in  evidence 
that  there  were  commonable  lands,  of  considerable  extent^ 
attached  to  the  borough  of  Warwick,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
filled  the  situation  of  one  of  the  chamberlains  of  the  com- 
mons of  the  parish  of  St  Mary.  The  chamberlains,  four  in 
number,  were  annually  nominated  by  the  leet  jury>  at  a 
court  leet  held  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of 
Warwick.  The  steward  of  the  leet,  by  whom  the  court 
was  held,  was  the  town  clerk  of  the  corporation,  who 
swore  in  the  chamberlains  when  chosen.  The  duties  of 
the  office  consisted  in  superintending  certain  lands,  upon 
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Williams 

V. 

Stott. 


which  various  persons  inhabiting  the  parish  of  St,  Mary   excK  nf  Plena, 
bad  rights  of  common;  the  chamberlains  collected  certain  ^^^^' 

sums  from  the  commoners  in  respect  of  the  number  of 
commonable  cattle  turned  upon  the  lands  by  each  indi- 
vidual ;  and  they  also  collected  monies  from  persons  mak- 
ing use  of  the  commonable  lands  at  races  and  reviews^ 
which  were  usually  held  therein.  The  monies  thus  collect- 
ed they  applied  in  fencing,  soughing,  draining,  and  other- 
wise keeping  the  lands  in  order;  and,  at  the  expiration  of 
their  year  of  office,  they  passed  their  accounts  before  two 
of  the  aldermen  of  the  corporation,  who  were  also  justices 
in  the  borough;  and,  if  any  balance  remained  in  their 
hands,  they  paid  it  over  to  their  successors  in  office. 
Upon  this  evidence,  it  was  objected  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  servant,  or  person  em- 
ployed in  the  capacity  of  a  servant,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  the  present  legis- 
lative provision  as  to  embezzlement  by  clerks  or  servants ; 
and  that,  as  there  was  an  innuendo  to  each  of  the  counts, 
averring  that  the  defendant  meant  to  impute  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  offence  of  embezzlement  against  the  form  of  the 
statute,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  reserved  the  point,  and  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  In  Easier  Term  last,  HiU 
obtained  a  rule  nisi^  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should 
not  be  entered,  and  relied  on  the  words  of  the  above  sta<- 
tute  (a),  and  cited  Smith  v.  Carey  (6). 


(a)  ^  If  any  clerk  or  servant, 
or  person  employed  for  the  pur- 
pose or  in  the  capacity  of  a  clerk 
or  servant,  shall,  by  virtue  of 
such  employment,  receive,  or  take 
into  his  possession,  any  chattel, 
money,  or  valuable  security,  for, 
or  in  the  name,  or  on  the  account 
of  his  master,  and  shall  frau- 
dulently embezzle  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  every  such  of- 


fender shall  be  deemed  to  have 
feloniously  stolen  the  same  from 
his  master,  although  such  chat- 
tel, money,  or  security,  was  not 
received  into  the  possession  of 
such  master,  otherwise  than  by 
the  actual  possession  of  his  clerk, 
servant,  or  other  person  so  em^ 
ployed." 
(6)dCamp.46K 
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^^^oif^^'       Gaulbum,  Serjt.^  and  Hayes,  now  shewed  cause. — First. 


The  plaintiff  was  a  seirant,  or  person  employed  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  a  servant^  to  the  corporation  of  fVarmck,  and 
was  therefore  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47.    The 
words  of  that  statute  are  sufficiently  comprehensife  to 
embrace  the  servant  of  corporations.    The  former  statute, 
39  Geo.  S,  c.  85,  expressly  mentions  servants,  or  persons 
employed  in  that  capacity,  "  to  any  body  corporate  or 
politic,'*  and  it  is  obvious  that  these  words  were  omitted  in 
the  recent  statute  only  for  the  sake  of  brevity.     Here  the 
corporation  were  lords  of  the  leet,  at  the  court  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  appointed.     The  court  was  held  by  the 
town  clerk,  and  it  appeared  that  various  other  officers  of 
the  corporation  were  appointed  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  manner.    The  duties  of  the  office  were  those  of 
an  ordinary  bailiff  or  steward,  and  were  confined  to  the 
superintendence  of  a  certain  part  of  the  corporation  lands; 
and,  at  the  end  of  the  year,  the  chamberlains  passed 
their  accounts  before  two  aldermen  of  the  corporation. 
The  whole  of  the  evidence  taken  together  shews  that  the 
plaintiff  was  substantially  a  servant  of  the  corporation. 
It  will  be  objected  that  he  was  not  a  servant  but  an  officer; 
but,  if  he  is  to   be  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the 
statute  on  this  ground,  the  same  consequence  will  follow 
in  the  case  of  the  majority  of  the  servants  of  corporations. 
He  is  not  the  less  a  servant  for  being  an  officer.  [Bolkmd, 
B. — Some  years  ago  a  person,  who  held  a  situatioQ  under 
the  trustees   of  Greenwich  Hospital,  and  who  had  em- 
bezzled to  a  great  amount,  was  indicted,  and  Mn  Justice 
Burroughs,  before  whom  he  was  tried,  af^er  much  consi- 
deration held,  that  the  prisoner  did  not  come  within  the 
statute,  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a  sworn  officer,  and 
not  an  ordinary  servant.     It  appears,  in  the  present  case, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  also  sworn  in.]     Much  might  depend 
in  that  case  upon  the  precise  nature  of  the  employment, 
and  on  the  framing  of  the  indictment;  but,  even  admitting 


V. 
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it  to  be  an  authority  in  point,  the  ruling  of  the  learned  Brch,  oj 
Judge  can  hardly  be  considered  as  decisive  of  the  question.     ^ 
And  it  appears  a  strong  proposition  that  a  man  employed      ^'^^ 
to  do  acts  of  service  for  others  should  cease  to  be  a  ser-        Sto 
vant^  because  he  bound  himself  by  an  oath  to  perform  his 
service  faithfully.     The  statute  refers  to  the  nature  of  the 
employment,  not  the  mode  of  appointment;  and  there  are 
several  cases  which  shew  that  it  is  not  confined  to  ordi- 
nary clerks  and  servants.     In  iZ.  v.  Squire  (a),  the  ac- 
countant and  treasurer  to  overseers  of  a  township  was 
held  within  the  late  statute.     In  R,  v.  Tyers  (6),  a  person 
who  was  clerk  to  parish  oflScers  at  a  salary  voted  in  vestry, 
was  indicted,  and  no  question  raised  as  to  the  nature  of 
bis  employment.     In  BeacaWs  case  (c),  the  steward  of 
the  guardians  and  directors  of  the  poor  of  parishes,  in- 
corporated by  an  act  of  parliament,  which  created  the 
office  of  steward,  and  directed  the  mode  of  appointment, 
was  indicted,  and  no  point  taken  as  to  his  not  being  an 
object  of  the  statute.     In  iZ.  v.  Burton  (d),  a  parish  clerk, 
who  had  collected  and  embezzled  the  sacrament  money, 
was  held  not  within  the  act;  but  there  it  did  not  appear 
that  he  collected  the  money,  either  by  virtue  of  his  office, 
or  by  the  directions  of  the  minister  or  churchwardens; 
and  the  money  was  received  for  purposes  of  charity. 

Secondly.  The  plaintifi^  may  rely  on  the  fourth  count, 
which  does  not  allege  that  he  was  servant  to  any  one.  The 
innuendo  as  to  felonious  embezzlement  may  be  rejected ;  and 
the  words  will  be  actionable  without  the  aid  of  the  innuendo, 
as  amounting  to  slander  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  office.  An 
innuendo  may  always  be  rejected  where  there  is  a  suffi- 
cient  cause  of  action  without  it;  and,  in  the  present  case, 
the  innuendo  was  wholly  unnecessary,  since  it  does  not 
refer  to  any  previously  ascertained  facts,  but  merely 
states  the  supposed  meaning  of  the  slander,  which  mean- 

(a)  Ru88.  &  Ry.  Cro.  Ca.  349.  (c)  1  Ry.  &  Mo.  Cro.  Ca.  16. 

{b)  Ibid.  402.  (d)  Ibid.  237. 
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Exek.  rfPkas,   ing  the  Court  would  collect  without  any  innuendo.    It  is 

also  an  established  principle,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  any  ac- 
tion of  tori,  may  recover  upon  proof  of  a  part  only  of  the 
cause  of  action  stated  in  his  declaration,  provided  such 
part  be  in  itself  sufficient  to  form  the  subject  of  an  action. 
In  Carbeii  v.  Hill  (a),  it  was  held  that  an  innuendo 
might  be  rejected  where  the  words  were  actionable  with- 
out any  innuendo.  Smith  v.  Cooker  (6),  was  a  similar  de- 
cision. In  Roberts  v.  Camden  (c),  an  innuendo,  not  war- 
ranted by  any  preceding  colloquium,  was  rejected.  In 
Harvey  v.  French  (it),  an  innuendo,  improperly  enlarging 
the  sense  of  a  libel,  was  rejected,  on  a  writ  of  error,  after 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  [Bayley,  B. — ^That  was  a  bad 
innuendo.  Have  you  any  authority  to  shew  that  where 
there  is  a  good  and  valid  innuendo,  which  is  not  support- 
ed by  proof,  you  can  resort  to  another  meaning,  which 
you  have  not  given  to  the  words?]  A  much  stronger  ar- 
gument applies  against  the  rejection  of  the  innuendo  in 
Harvey  v.  French  than  in  the  present  case;  for  it  might 
have  been  urged  that  the  plaintiff  had  there  recovered 
damages  in  respect  of  the  enlarged  sense,  whereas  here 
the  objection  arises  before  the  case  goes  to  the  jury;  and 
they  give  damages,  not  in  respect  of  the  enlarged  sense 
stated  in  the  declaration,  but  in  respect  of  that  actually 
proved  by  the  witnesses.  Smith  v.  Carey  {e),  and  Sellers 
V.  Till  (f),  will  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side ;  but  the 
first  is  only  a  fii^j  prius  decision,  and  appears  imperfectly 
reported ;  for  the  expressions  attributed  to  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough  do  not  appear  warranted  by  the  slanderous  words 
themselves.  The  words  are  stated  to  be,  that  the  plaintiff 
"  lived  by  swindling  and  robbing  the  public."  Now  a 
verbal  charge  of  swindling  is  not  actionable ;  Savillev. 

(a)  Cro.  EUz.  609.  (d)  1  Cr.  &  M.  1. 

ib)  1  Rol.  Rep.  84,  and  Cro.  Car.         (c)  3  Carap.  46 1 . 

^^2-  C/)  4  B.  &  C.  665;  7  D.  &  R. 

(c)9Ea8t,93.  121,  5.  Q 


TRINITY  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  681 

Jardine  (a) ;  and  ''  robbing  the  public"  is  a  loose  general  EjkIL  o/Pkat, 

expression,  which  clearly  does  not  impute  felony,  and 

cannot  be  actionable  per  se  in  any  other  sense.    Sellers 

V.  7i0  will  be  found  more  fully  reported  in  7  DowL  % 

Ryl.  ISl ;  and,  according  to  that  report,  the  judgment 

appears  to  have  proceeded  entirely  on  the  ground  of  the 

words  being  only  actionable  with  respect  to  the  plaintifTs 

character  as  collector,  which  situation  he  failed  in  proving 

that  he  filled.     The  innuendo  being  rejected,  the  count 

will  be  good  as  shewing  a  slander  of  the  plamtiff  in  his 

office;   the  nature  of  the  office,  whether  lucrative  or 

merely  confidential,  is  immaterial.   In  Strode  v.  Homes  (6), 

slander  of  a  churchwarden  was  held  actionable  (c). 

Thirdly.  The  words  themselves  import  a  felonious  em- 
bezzlement ;  and  the  plaintiff^  may,  therefore,  recover  on 
the  fifth  count,  without  any  reference  to  the  situation  he 
held,  or,  at  all  events,  it  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
whether  the  defendant  did  or  did  not  mean  to  impute 
this  ofience  to  the  plaintiff.  Slanderous  words  are  to  be 
construed  in  their  ordinary  and  popular  sense ;  Harvey  v. 
French  ;  and  the  word  ''  embezzle,*'  in  its  ordinary  sense, 
imports  a  felonious  embezzlement.  It  is  also  fully  settled, 
that  a  party  using  slanderous  words  must  be  taken  to 
admit  every  fact  which  is  necessarily  to  be  inferred  from 
the  words  themselves.  And  a  man  cannot  commit  em- 
bezzlement without  being  in  a  situation  which  enables 
him  to  do  so.  On  these  principles,  an  action  would  have 
been  maintainable,  even  though  the  plaintiff  had  held  no 
situation  whatever,  unless  the  jury  had  negatived  the 
intention  to  impute  an  indictable  offence.  And  it  seems 
strange  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  deprived  of  a  right  of 
action  merely  because  be  holds  a  situation,  in  which  it 
may  be  a  nice  point  of  law  whether  or  not  a  felonious  em- 

(a)  2  H.  B1.5d2.  Stark.  Libel,  p.  117,  €t  uq.  2a 

(6)  Styl.  338.  edit . 

(c)  See  the  cases  collected,  1 
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cA.  ofpirat,  such  a  situation  would  be  actionable.  The  case  cited 
J     from  Stylet  (a)  waa  of  a  public  officer  deriving  his  author- 

WiLLitus  ity  partly  by  common  law  and  partly  by  statute.  Here 
stott.  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  ofSce  is  a  public  office ;  and,  in  the 
absence  of  such  information,  I  think  the  charge  of  frau- 
dulent  embezzlement  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover.  The  last  count  of  the  declaration  appears 
alao  to  be  insufficient  without  proof  of  the  innuendo  there- 
in; and,  upon  these  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute. 

Vaughan,  B.— It  is  important  in  discussing  this  ques- 
tion to  bear  in  mind  the  precise  stage  of  the  proceedings 
at  which  it  arises.  This  is  a  lule  for  entering  a  nonsuit 
upon  a  point  raised  and  reserved  at  the  trial;  and  we  are, 
consequently,  in  exactly  the  same  situation  as  the  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause.  If  it  should  appear  to  us  that  tbe' 
objection  taken  ought  to  have  prevailed  at  the  trial,  it 
must  prevail  now.  Upon  the  best  consideration  I  have 
been  able  to  give  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  think 
that  the  objection  ought  to  have  prevailed  at  the  trial; 
and  I  therefore  agree  with  my  brother  Bayley,  that  the 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  The  argument  upon  the 
first  three  counts  of  the  declaration  has  turned  upon  the 
construction  of  the  47th  section  of  7  &  8  Ge«.  4,  c.  29, 
and  of  the  former  statute,  39  Geo.  3,  c.  85,  which  has 
been  properly  referred  to  in  illustration  of  the  existing 
legislative  enactments  upon  the  subject  of  embezzlement 
The  39  Geo.  3,  c.  85,  recites  the  mischief  which  the  sta- 
tute was  intended  to  remedy,  and  then  provides  against 
embezzlement  "  by  any  clerk  or  servant,  or  any  person 
employed  for  the  purpose  or  in  the  capacity  of  a  clerk  or 
servant  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  or  to  any 
body  corporate  or  politic."    The  subsequent  statute  omits 

(a)  Spodt  V.  Hornet,  Siyl.  338. 
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the  words  "  body  corporate  or  politic ;"  but  there  can  be   Exch,  of  pieat 
no  doubt  that  it  would  be  held  to  embrace  persons  em-  ^ 

ployed  in  the  capacity  of  clerks  or  servants  to  corpora-  Williams 
tions.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  such  stott. 
a  clerk  or  servant,  or  person  employed  in  that  capacity; 
and  I  should  say^  from  the  evidence  that  has  been  given 
of  the  nature  of  his  employment,  that  he  certainly  is  no 
servant.  If  he  be  a  servant,  who  are  his  masters?  What 
control  have  the  parties  named  in  the  declaration  as  his 
masters  over  him?  He  receives  money  by  virtue  of  his 
office;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  person  has  a  right 
to  demand  the  money  from  him  when  received,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  that  he  is  entitled  to  retain  it  in  his  own 
hands  till  the  expiration  of  his  year  of  office.  These  cir- 
cumstances shew  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  servant  of 
another,  but  an  independent  officer.  With  respect  to 
the  fourth  count,  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  innuendo 
must  be  read  as  a  substantive  allegation  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  cannot  be  rejected.  The  case  of  an  insensible 
or  repugnant  innuendo  being  rejected  as  surplusage  upon 
demurrer,  or  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  the  present  case.  We  are  here  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  evidence,  not  as  to  the  rejection  of  a  bad  innuendo, 
but  as  to  the  proof  of  a  good  one.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  plaintiff,  in  failing  to  bring  himself  within  the  statute, 
has  omitted  to  prove  a  material  allegation  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  that  the  Judge  ought  to  have  nonsuited  him  at 
the  trial;  and  I  therefore  think,  as  we  are  placed  upon 
this  rule  in  the  same  situation  as  the  learned  Judge,  the 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


ZZ)^ 
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Exeii.  of  Pleas, 

The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  r.  Robertson* 
Where  an  ad      JJEBT  Oil  a  joint  and  several  bond,  bearing  date  the 

ministrator  hav  -  •'  it 

ing  obtained  31  st  of  May,  1830,  in  the  penal  sum  of  50,000/.,  in  which 
tftc  intestate's  his  Grace  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  was  the  obli- 
IdTsumir"^'  gee,  and  the  defendant,  and  one  John  Henry  SkeUon, 
10,875/.  8*.  9d.  and  Jo/in  SkeUon,  deceased,  were  the  obligors.     The  de- 

to  his  own  use,  i  •    i_     i         i   •    «.'ir 

and  subsequent-  fendant  pleaded  non  est  factum;  upon  which  the  piaintiti 
nipt,*before'he' Jo*"^^l  issue,  and  then  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and  con- 
had  exhibited  an  dition,  and  suggested  four  breaches  on  the  record.     The 

inventory,  or  de-  '  °® 

liveredinhisac-  condition  was  as  follows:  that,  \(  John  Henry  Skelion,  the 
to  the'  condition  natural  and  lawful  father,  and  the  curator  or  guardian,  law- 
tlttn  b^rd,""'  f^"y  assigned  to  John  Henry  Skelton,  Jonathan  Schweit- 
and  before  any    j^p^  Skelton,  Mary  Anne  Skelton,  spinster,  and  Lucy  Skel- 

decree  of  the  .  i  ,  i       . 

Ecclesiastical  ton,  spinster,  minors,  the  lawful  nephews  and  nieces  of 
o?CT^he  residue  Charles  Frederick  Schweitzer,  deceased,  and  administrator 
kin~/r«w**h  ^^*''  *"^  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  the  said 
the  conversion    deceased,  for  the  usc  and  benefit  of  the  said  minors,  and 

by  the  adminis-  .,  ^    ,  %        %  %  •        i  p 

trator  of  the  in-  Until  one  of  them  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
to'hisVwn^Sse*  J'^^rs,  did  make  or  cause  to  be  made  a  true  and  perfect 
so  that  they  were  inventory  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  and 
the  estate,  was  a  credits  of  the  Said  deceased,  which  had  or  should  come 
condition  of  the  ^^  ^^  hands,  possession,  or  knowledge  of  him  the  said 
to-ui^\o^dnan-**  "^^^^  Henry  Skelton,  or  into  the  hands  and  possession  of 
ister  the  goods  any  person  or  persons  for  him ;  and  the  same  so  made  did 
according  to  exhibit  or  cause  to  be  exhibited  in  the  registry  in  the  Pre- 
in'an  action^^*^'  rogatlve  Court  of  Canterbury,  at  or  before  the  last  day  of 

brought  at  the 

instance  of  the 

next  of  kin  in  the  name  of  the  Ordinary,  the  surety  in  the  administration  bond  was  liable  for  the 

full  amount  of  the  money  so  misapplied. 

Even  if  it  be  an  answer  to  breaches  assigned  on  the  condition  of  an  administration  bond,  for 
Ik  V.K  "*"^  *  perfect  inventory,  or  making  a  true  and  just  account  at  or  before  a  particular  day, 
inat  there  was  no  Court  held  on  that  day.  it  must  be  pleaded  in  excuse  of  performance,  and  cannot 

u»^Z1i^  *  .I?*"*"?.  ^^^""^  *^*  defendant  has  pleaded  only  nan  est  factum,  and  breaches  have  been 
suggested  on  the  roll,  pursuant  to  8  &  9  >F.  3,  c.  II, s,  8. 

thA7vtnnr7^*w'''?v"'*^ ?**""**  ^y*^®«^™^^^^  distribute  the   residue  amongst 

the  next  of  km  before  there  is  a  decree  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  pay  over  the  residue. 
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November  next  ensuing;  and  the  same  goods,  chattels,  and  ^*^^ 
credits,  and  all  other  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  the  v^ 
deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  at  any  time  after  ^"^^ 
should  come  to  the  hands  or  possession  of  the  said  J.  H. 
Skelton,  or  into  the  hands  or  possession  of  any  other  per- 
son or  persons  for  him,  did  well  and  truly  administer  ac« 
cording  to  law;  and  further  did  make  or  cause  to  be 
made  a  true  and  just  account  of  his  said  administration 
at  or  before  the  last  day  of  May,  1831 ;  and  all  the  rest 
and  residue  of  the  said  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  which 
should  be  found  remaining  upon  the  said  administrator's 
accounts,  the  same  being  first  examined  and  allowed  of  by 
the  Judge  or  Judges  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Court, 
should  deliver  and  pay  unto  such  person  or  persons  re- 
spectively, as  the  said  Judge  or  Judges,  by  his  or  their  de- 
cree or  sentence,  pursuant  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  an  act  of  Parliament,  intitled,  *'  An  act  for  the  better 
settling  of  intestates'  estates,*'  should  limit  and  appoint : 
and,  if  it  should  thereafter  appear  that  any  last  will 
and  testament  was  made  by  the  deceased,  and  the  executor 
or  executors  did  exhibit  the  same  in  the  said  Court,  mak- 
ing request  to  have  it  allowed  and  approved  accordingly, 
if  the  said  John  Henry  Skelton,  being  thereunto  required, 
did  render  and  deliver  the  said  letters  of  administration, 
approbation  of  such  testament  being  first  had  and  made  in 
the  said  Court,  then  the  obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to 
remain  in  full  force. 

Upon  this  condition  four  breaches  were  suggested. — 
First,  that  the  said  John  Henry  Skelton  (the  administrator) 
did  not  make  or  cause  to  be  made  a  true  and  perfect  in- 
ventory of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits 
of  the  said  Charles  Frederick  Schweitzer,  deceased,  which 
had  come  to  the  hands,  possession,  or  knowledge  of  him 
the  said  John  Henry  Skelton,  and  did  not  nor  would  ex- 
hibit, or  cause  to  be  exhibited,  in  the  registry  of  the  Pi'e- 
rogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  a  true  and  perfect  inventory, 
or  any  other  inventory,  at  or  before  the  last  day  of  No- 
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£*ck.^  PUat,  vember  next  after  the  date  of  the  said  writing  obligatory, 
s.i!^  or  at  any  other  time,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
ArchbUhopof  condition. 

Canter RUBY 

V.  Secondly, — That  the  said  John  Henry  Skelton  did  not 

oBEftTsoN.  ^^11  ^^j  truly  administer  according  to  law  the  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  credits  of  the  said  Charles  Frederick  Schweitzer ^ 
deceased,  which  came  to  the  hands  and  possession  of  the 
said  John  Henry  Skelton  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Charles  Frederick  SchweitMcr,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit^  30,000/.;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  the  said  John  Henry  Skelton,  after  the  same 
so  came  to  his  hands  and  possession  as  aforesaid,  and  be- 
fore any  or  either  of  the  said  minors  in  the  said  condition 
mentioned  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  wrong- 
fully, unjustly,  and  injuriously,  and  contrary  to  the  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  condition,  wasted  the  same,  and  con- 
verted, appropriated,  and  disposed  of  the  said  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  credits,  being  of  the  value  aforesaid,  to  his  own 
use,  and  the  same  remain  wholly  unadministered,  contrary 
to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  condition. 

Thirdly. — That  the  said  John  Henry  Skelton  did  not 
make  or  cause  to  be  made  a  true  and  just  account  of  his 
administration  at  or  before  the  last  day  of  May,  1831,  or 
at  any  other  time  before  or  since  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  wholly  neglected 
and  refused  so  to  do,  contrary  &c. 

Fourthly.— Thsit,  on  the  17th  November,  18S8,the  said 
C  F,  Schweitzer  died  intestate,  leaving  J.  S.  Schweitzer, 
and  F.  Chopping  (wife  of  F.  H,  Chopping),  J.  H.  Skel* 
ton,  tiie  younger,  J.  S.  Skelton,  M.  A.  Skelton,  spinster,  and 
L*  Skelton,  spinster,  his  next  of  kin.  That  afterwards, 
and  after  the  death  of  the  said  C  F,  Schweitzer,  and  after 
paying  and  discharging  of  all  the  just  debts,  claims,  and 
demands  of  the  said  C.  F,  Schweitzer,  and  before  the  ex- 
hibiting of  the  plaintiff's  bill,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  there  remain- 
ed and  was  in  the  hands  and  possession  of  the  said  J.  H. 
Skelton,  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  a  large  sum  of  money, 
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to  wit,  10,87.5/.  8*.  9rf.,  which  might  and  ought,  accord-  Exch, 

1  ' 
iiig  to  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  have     v 

been  well  and  truly  administered  by  the  said  «/.  H.  Skel^    Archi  i 

Cant  i 

ton,  according  to  law,  in  manner  following,  viz.  the  sum  of 
5331/.  i4fs.  lO^d.  to  Elizabeth  Younge,  spinster,  adminis-  ^^'  ' 
tratrix  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  f/.  G.  Schweitzer,  deceased,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
jinn  Frances  Schweitzer,  daughter  and  universal  legatee 
of  the  said  J.  G.  Schweitzer,  deceased ;  the  sum  of 
Sill,  I9s.  to  the  said  Frances  Chopping;  the  sum  of 
1332/.  ISs.  Sid.Xo  the  said  J.  H.  Skelton,  the  younger; 
the  sum  of  1332/.  I8s.  S^d.  to  the  said  J.  S.  Skelton; 
the  sum  of  1332/.  I8s.  8id.  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Skel- 
ton, spinster,  and  the  sum  of  1332/.  18^.  8kd.  to  the  said 
Lucy  Skelton,  spinster.  Yet,  the  said  J.  H.  Skelton  hath 
not  well  and  truly  administered  the  last-mentioned  goods, 
chattels,  and  credits  of  the  said  C.  F,  Schwertzer,  deceas- 
ed, or  any  part  thereof,  according  to  law,  or  paid,  or  de- 
livered, or  divided  the  same  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  other- 
wise howsoever,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  whilst  the  let- 
ters of  administration  were  in  full  force,  wrongfully,  frau- 
dulently, and  unjustly  converted  and  appropriated  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
condition;  and  the  said  sums  of  money  still  remain  unad- 
ministered,  and  wholly  due  and  unpaid  to  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Younge,  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said 
F,  Chopping,  J,  H.  Skelton,  the  younger,  J.  S.  Skelton, 
M.  A,  Skelton,  and  Lucy  Skelton,  respectively. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B., 
and  a  special  jury,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff* on  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  non  est  factum,  with  one 
shilling  damages,  and  one  shilling  damages  on  each  of  the 
breaches,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  fol- 
lowing case : 

C  F.  Schweitzer  died  on  the  17th  of  November,  18i^8, 
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Ejch.^  puai,  intestate,  leaving  as  next  of  kin,  J.  G.  Schweitxer,  hi*  bro* 
^^...^.^^     tlier,  France*  Chopptag,  his  sister,  and  J.  If.  SkeUon,  the 
C*«e«''Zt.    younger.  J-  S.  SkeUon,  M.  A.  SkeUon,  and  Lucy  SkeUom, 
«'  inTants,  the  children  of  J.  H.  SkeUon,  a  deceased  sister. 

J.  G.  Schweitner  died  in  or  about  six  weeks  after  the  in- 
testate, leaving  A.  F,  Sehweitwer,  a  minor,  his  uniTereal 
legatee  and  sole  executrix ;  and  administration  of  hit  es- 
tate and  effects  with  the  will  annexed  wat  granted  to  E. 
Younge.  F.  Chopping  baring  renounced  her  right  to  the 
administration  of  C.  F.  Scktoeil*er'a  estate,  adminiatration 
thereof  was  duty  granted  on  the  1st  of  June,  1830,  to 
J,  H.  SkeUon,  one  of  the  obligors,  as  the  father  and  guar- 
dian, before  then  appointed  by  the  PrerogatiTe  Court,  to 
liis  children,  the  above-named  infanta,  nephews,  and  nieces 
of  the  intestate,  during  the  minority  of  the  said  infants, 
and  until  the  eldest,  viz.  J.  H.  SkeUon,  the  younger,  came 
of  age.  The  principal  part  of  C  F.  SckveitMer'a  property 
consisted  of  stock  invested  and  standmg  in  bis  name  at 
the  time  of  his  death  in  the  Three  per  cent.  Consols.  This 
stock,  J.  H.  SkeUon,  the  admbistrator,  sold  out  in  the 
month  oiJune,  I&SO,  and  opened  an  account  with  the  pro- 
ceeds, amounting  to  S3,093A  15#.,  in  his  own  name,  in  the 
Bank  of  England.  He  also  received  and  paid  in  to  bis  ac- 
count 1 125/.  dividends  due  on  the  stock,  and  675/.,  a  cash 
balance  standing  to  the  intestate's  credit  at  the  Bank,  be- 
tween the  Snd  of  June  and  the  2dth  of  JiUy,  1830.  J.  H- 
SkeUon  paid  all  the  debts  and  funeral  expenses  of  the  in- 
testate, and  the  expenses  of  and  incident  lo  bis  adminis- 
tration, by  applying  14,085/.  I4«.  M.  in  the  course  of  the 
administration. 

In  September,  1830,  J,  H.  SkeUon  made  out  an  account, 
and  delivered  the  same  to  E.  Younge,  the  guardian  of  the 
said  A.  F.  Schweitxer, 

By  the  end  of  July,  1830,  J.  H.  SkeUon,  the  adminis- 
trator, appropriated  the  sums  of  4,941/.  I9#.  and  5,119'- 
15«.  \0d.  to  his  own  use,  and  became  bankrupt  on  the  2nd 
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of  June,  1831.    The  Prerogative  Court  never  requires  an  Saech.  q 
adttiinistrator  to  deliver  an  inventory  or  account  before  ci-    v 
lation,  and  the  same  is  very  seldom  delivered  until  called    Ardibii 
for.    On  the  13th  of  June,  1831 1  a  citation  issued  against  < 

t/.  H.  SkeUan,  the  administrator,  from  the  Prerogative  ^^'^' 
Courts  at  the  instance  of  EUstabeth  Younger  as  adminis*^ 
tratrix,  to  which  he  appeared ;  and,  on  the  5th  of  July, 
1831,  brought  in  an  inventory  and  account  on  oath,  and 
was  dismissed  in  respect  of  the  same^  if  not  objected  to  on 
caveat  day  in  August  following. 

On  the  1st  of  December,  1831,  E.  Ytnuige's  ftodoT 
prayed  the  Judge  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  allow  the 
declaration  instead  of  an  inventory  and  account,  and  then 
in  the  registry  of  the  Court;  and  the  Judge  having  heard 
advocates  and  proctors  thereon  on  both  sides,  and  having 
examined  and  allowed  the  inventory,  and  the  account  msf 
hibited,  the  same  not  having  been  objected  to,  referred 
the  inventory  and  the  account  to  the  registrar  of  the  Pre- 
rogative Court  to  report  the  amount  of  the  residue  of  the 
goods,  &c.  of  the  intestate  remaining  on  the  administra- 
tion account,  and  to  what  person  or  persons  respectively 
the  said  residue  was  to  be  limited  and  appointed,  and  in  what 
portions  allotted,  and  directed  all  other  matters  to.  stand 
continued  until  the  said  report  was  brought  in.  On  the 
9th  of  December  following,  the  registrar  reported  that  it 
appeared  upon  the  administrator's  accounts,  that  a  balance 
of  10,875/.  8s.  9(L  remained  unadministered,  of  which  sum 
EUxabeth  Younge,  as  administratrix  of  J.  G.  Schweiixer, 
was  entitled  to  5,331/.  14^.  lOidL,  the  four  children  of 
the  administrator,  J.  H.  Skelton,  to  5,331/.  14«.  1(H</.,  and 
Frances  Chopping  to  a  small  sum  to  make  up  her  full 
share  of  5,33 1/.  14f.  \(Ad* 

On  the  4th  January,  1832,  this  report  was  confirmed  by 
tlie  Prerogative  Court. 

On  the  1st  oi February  following,  Miss  ybtrn^^'^  proctor 
prayed  the  Judge  to  decree  distribution  of  10,875/.  %s.  9d., 
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£x€h,  0/  PUat,  remaining  to  be  distributed  according  to  tlie  registrar's  re- 

^    port,  to  which  «/.  H.  SkeUon,  by  his  proctor  objected.    He 

Archbishop  of   then  asserted  an  allegation  in  the  nature  of  a  plea,  shewing 

Canterbury  •  «» 

9.  cause  why  no  order  could  be  made  on  him,  the  said  J, 


RoBBRTtoN.  Sketton^  to  pay  or  distribute  any  part  of  the  goods^  chattels, 
and  credits  of  the  said  C  F.  Scwheiizer,  deceased.  The 
reasons  stated  by  the  said  «7.  H.  Skelion,  in  and  by  the  said 
allegation,  why  no  such  order  could  be  made  upon  him,  were 
two :  Firsi,  that  his  eldest  son,  ■/.  H,  Skelion,  had  attain- 
ed his  age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the  Slst  of  July,  1831 ; 
that  the  grant  of  administration  to  him  had  ceased ;  and 
that  there  was  no  legal  personal  representative  of  the  said 
C  F.  Schweitzer,  deceased.  And  secondly ,  that  he  had 
been  a  trader  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  bankrupt 
law;  that,  on  the  7th  of  June,  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
issued  against  him;  that  he  had  in  all  things  conformed 
himself  to  the  bankrupt  laws,  and  bad  duly  obtained  his 
certificate,  which  was  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on 
15th  September,  1831. 

Miss  Younge*s  proctor  admitted  the  several  positions 
or  articles  of  J.  H.  Skelton*s  allegations  to  be  true^ 
reserving  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  all  questions 
of  law. 

On  the  25th  February,  1 83i^,  J.  H.  Skelton  prayed  the 
Judge  to  pronounce  him  not  liable  tu  bo  ordered  to  distri- 
bute the  balance  of  the  estate  and  eflTects  of  the  intestate, 
by  reason  of  his  being  a  certificated  bankrupt,  and  to  dis- 
miss him  from  the  suit,  which  the  Judge  accordingly  did. 

On  the  9th  February,  1831,  Elizabeth  Younge  ex- 
ecuted a  deed  of  release,  prepared  by  her  own  attorney,  to 
J*  H*  Skelion,  J,  H.  Skelion,  in  October,  1830,  and 
April,  1 80 1,  paid  to  Miss  Schweitzer,  half  yearly  divi- 
dends of  86/.  18^.  4(1,  each,  as  if  that  sum  had  been  so  in- 
vested. In  fact,  Skelton  never  invested  the  money,  and 
the  jury  found  that  the  release  was  a  fraud  by  Skelton.  J. 
H.  Skelton,  the  younger,  the  eldest  son  of  (he  admiois- 
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tratori  came  of  age  on  the  21st  July^  1831,  during  the  Bxeh,of 
pendency  of  the  suit  in  the  Prerogative  Court.    None  of    ^    ^^ 
the  children  of  the  said  J.  H.  Skelton  were  parties  to  the   Archbist 
proceedings  which  took  place  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  and   ^^"^^^ 
the  bond  was  ordered  to  be  sued  upon  at  the  instance    Ro*bri 
of  the  said  Elizabeth  Younge  alone.    A  release  had  been 
executed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Chopping^  and  upon  whose 
share  no  question  arose.  There  was  no  Prerogative  Court 
on  the  last  day  of  the  month  of  November^  1830,  nor  on 
the  last  day  of  May^  1831.  No  party  can  render  an  account 
without  a  court.    The  administrator  might  have  procured 
special  courts  to  be  holden  on  those  days;  and  there  were 
sittings  between  the  receipt  by  the  administrator  of  the 
monies  and  stock  aforesaid^  and  the  last  day  of  November^ 
1830,  and  between  that  day  and  the  last  day  of  May^  1831, 
at  which  an  inventory  and  account  might  have  been  ren. 
dered;  and,  if  an  inventory  and  account  had  been  given  in 
before  or  on  either  of  the  first  or  second  court  days  subse- 
quent to  the  last  day  of  May^  1831,  a  decree  might,  pro- 
viding it  was  an  amicable  proceeding,  and  unless  there  was 
an  objection,  have  been  obtained  for  the  payment  of  the 
sums  unadroinistered  by  the  S7th  June,  1831. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was.  Whe- 
ther there  was  any  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond 
suggested  upon  the  record,  on  which  the  surety,  Robert- 
son,  could  be  charged  in  this  action.  The  Court  were  to 
give  any  directions  they  thought  proper  on  the  whole  re* 
cord.  But,  if  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  any 
breach  of  the  condition  suggested  on  the  record  on  which 
damages  could  be  entered  up,  the  Court  should  order 
that  damages  should  be  assessed  on  any  of  the  breaches. 

Kelly,  for  the  plaintiff. — In  this  case  there  are  several 
breaches  assigned,  but  the  most  material  is  the  second, 
which  is,  that  the  said  J,  H.  Skelton  did  not  well  and  truly 
administer,  according  to  law,  the  goods,  chattels,  and 
credits  of  the  intestate.      The  facts,  as  relates  to   this 
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Am*.  ifPkoh  broach,  were  simply  these — that  Sielion,  having  become 
.     ""  ^    administrator  in  June,  1880,  sold  out  stock,  late  the  pro- 
Archbtthop  ti  perty  of  the  intestate,  to  a  large  amount,an  d  openedan 
AHTBRBUftT   |^^^mi,|  ^^  |.{|^  Bank,  with  the  proceeds,  in  his  own  name; 
RoBtftTtoir.    ihut^  within  a  month  after,  and  before  it  was  necessary  to 
account,  according  to  the  condition,  and  before  the  chil- 
dren came  of  age,  Skelion  appropriated  and  confeited  to 
his  own  use  a  sum  of  10,875/.  8«.  9dL;  and  the  question  it, 
whether  that  is  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  this  bond, 
well  and  truly  to  admmister  according  to  law  ?    Now,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  words,  *^  well  and  truly  to  administer 
according  to  law  ?'*    In  the  Archbishop  of  CamUrhwry  ? . 
Tappen  (a),  it  was  held  that  an  administrator  is  not,  by  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  bound  to  distribute  the  surplus  of 
the  intestate's  estate  after  payment  of  debts,  tLc,  until  a 
decree  directing  him  so  to  do  has  been  made  by  the 
court  in  which  his  inventory  and  account  have  been  ex- 
hibited.   But  aU  that  was  decided  there  was,  that  a  mere 
nonfeasance,  a  mere  nonpayment  acc(»ding  to  the  statute 
of  distributions,  was  not  a  breach  of  the  condition.  It  wQl 
appear  fi'om  the  pleadings  in  that  case,  that  no  question 
like  the  present  could  have  arisen.     There,  the  adminiB- 
trator  had  been  guilty  of  no  mal-administration^  but  had 
merely  neglected  to  distribute.    That  case,  therefore, 
leaves  the  present  untouched.    The  next  case  relied  on  iS) 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  WiUs  (6).     The  question 
there  was,  whether  the  administrator  was  bound  to  account 
without  being  cited;  and  it  was  held  that  he  was.    In 
the  subsequent  part  of  the  case,  however.  Lord  HoU  is 
reported  to  have  said,  *'  And  whereas,  by  the  words  of  the 
condition,  he  is  to  administer  well  and  truly, — that  shall 
be  construed  in  bringing  in  his  account,  and  not  in  paying 
the  debts  of  the  intestate;  and  therefore  a  creditor  shall  not 
take  an  assignment  of  the  bond,  and  sue  it,  and  assign  for 

(a)  8  B.  &  G.  151.  (h)  1  Salkeld,  315. 
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breach  the  nonpayment  of  a  debt  due  to  him,  or  a  devas^  Bxeh.of 
tavH  committed  by  the  administrator,  for  that  would  be  ^  ^^ 
needless  and  infinite."  As  far  as  this  is  an  authority  to  Archiua] 
shew  that  "  well  and  truly  to  administer  according  to  law/'  ^^"™ 
does  not  import  a  distribution  of  the  residue  amongst  Robbk* 
the  next  of  kin,  it  is  admitted  to  be  a  good  decision 
Lord  Tenterden  cites  it  for  that  purpose  in  Tapp^s 
case ;  and,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  administrator  might 
be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  condition  the  very  moment 
after  he  had  received  the  money.  But,  if  it  is  meant  to 
be  said,  that  it  is  to  be  understood  that ''  well  and  truly 
to  administer  "  means  bringing  in  his  account,  that  cannot 
be.  There  are  two  distinct  conditions,  the  one  to  adminis- 
ter, and  the  other  to  account;  and  Lord  Holt  cannot 
have  meant  literally  what  he  is  reported  to  have  said.  He 
cannot  have  meant  that ''  well  and  truly  to  administer"  is, 
to  bring  in  the  account  It  would  be  quite  absurd  to  have 
in  the  same  bond  different  conditions,  if  they  are  intended 
to  have  one  and  the  same  meaning.  Besides,  what  is  re- 
ported to  have  fallen  from  L.  C.  J.  HoU  was  merely  an  o6j- 
ier  dictum  and  extrajudicial.  [Lord  ZymMtfr^^.— Suppose 
a  legatee  was  to  sue  on  this  bond,  to  what  extent  would  he  be 
entitled  to  recover?  Suppose  there  were  ten  legatees^  and 
10,000/,  had  come  to  the  administrator's  hands  to  be  dis- 
tributed, and  the  legatee  who  sued  was  only  entitled  to 
1 ,000/.  ?]  The  Archbishop  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole;  he  would  have  his  judgment  for  the  penalty; 
and,  if  it  did  not  appear  that  there  had  been  a  breach  as 
to  the  others,  they  might  come  in  afterwards  into  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court.  Although  Miss  Younge  was  only 
entitled  to  5331/.  14«.  lO^e/.,  the  Archbishop  is  the  plain- 
ti£P,  and  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  whole.  In  Qreeti' 
side  V.  Benson  (a),  it  was  decided  that  the  obligee  of  an  ad- 
ministration bond  may  assign  a  breach  in  not  delivering  a 

(a)  3  Atk.  248. 


BoBB&TSOir, 
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Ejteh.  9f  Phoi,  true  and  perfect  inventory,  even  without  citation.     That 

v^..,...^^.!.^     case  was  cited  by  Lord  Tenierden  in  Tappen^s  case  for  the 

Archbishop  of    game  purpose  as  the  Archbishop  of-  Canterbury  v.  WUls. 

Canterbury     ,,  . 

[Lord  Lyndhurst. — In  Greenside  v.  Benson,  as  reported 
in  Atkyns,  it  is  stated  that  there  was  no  defence^  and 
that  there  was  judgment  by  default;  but  there  was  cer- 
tainly a  verdict  there  (a).     Bayley,  B. — In   this  case, 
there  is  virtually  a  judgment  by  default,  because  the  de- 
fendant has  only  pleaded  non  est  faetumBl     No  case  has 
ever  decided  that  the  misfeasance  of  the  administrator  in 
fraudulently  converting  the  effects  of  the  intestate  to  his 
own  use,  is  not  a  breach  of  the  condition  **  well  and  truly 
to  administer;"  and  it  will  be  found,  on  reference  to  the 
statute,  that  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  secure  to  the 
legatees  the  due  payment  of  their  legacies ;  and  it  requires 
that  the  administrator  shall  enter  into  a  bond  with  two  or 
more  able  sureties,  respect  being  had  to  the  value  of  the 
estate.     It  is  of  importance  that  the  public  should  know 
that  they  have  substantial  security  against  the  fraud  or 
failure,  byaccident  or  dishonesty,  of  administrators.  Now, 
what  is  the  meaning  of  these  words,  *^  well  and  truly  to  ad- 
minister according  to  law  f     [Bayley,  B. — There  was  in 
TappetCa  case  a  specific  breach,  not  a  general  breach.] 
The  plaintiff  does  not  seek  to  charge  the  administrator  for 
a  mere  nonfeasance,  but  for  a  specific  malfeasance.    The 
administrator  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  make  and  exhibit  a 
true  and  perfect  inventory  of  the  intestate's  goods;  second- 
ly, he  is  well  and  truly  to  administer  them  according  to  law; 
thirdly,  he  is  to  make  a  true  account  of  his  administration ; 
fourthly,  he  is  to  deliver  and  pay  the  residue  remaining 
on  his  account  to  the  persons  appointed  by  the  decree 
of   the   Spiritual   Court.      [Lord   Lyndhursi.^So   that 

(a)  The    roll    was    afterwards  the  whole  conditioD.  Replicstioo, 
searched,  and  it  appears  that  the  that  the  administrator  had  not  ex- 
declaration  was  for  the  penalty  of  hibited  an  inventory, 
the  bond.    Plea,  performance  of 
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he  cannot  pay  over  until  there  is  a  decree.]     But  what  ^ch.  of  PUas, 

.  1833. 

is  the  meaning  of  the  intermediate  condition  ?     It  must 

have   some   meaning.      What  does   the  obligation  bind 
the  administrators  to  do  in  the  interim  between  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  intestate's  goods  and  the  decree?     The  sta- 
tute  intended   that   something   should  be   done  by  him 
which  required  sureties ;   if  not,  in  many  cases  its  provi- 
sions would  be  useless.     Suppose  an  administrator  who 
had  converted  the  intestate's  effects^  were  to  die  intestate 
before  the  time  allowed  for  the  obtaining  any  decree  or- 
dering him  to  pay  over  the  surplus,  could  it  be  contended 
that  the  surety  would  not  be  liable  ?    Suppose  the  next  of 
kin  would  not  administer^  then  the  Ordinary,  whose  officer 
the  administrator  is,  must  do  so.     If  it  were  held  that  the 
surety  was  not  liable  in  such  a  case,  the  statute  would  be 
ineffectual.     It  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  must  be  a 
decree  in  every  case  before  there  can  be  a  breach  of  the 
condition  .  The  cases  are  all  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff;  for, 
the  utmost  that  is  said  is,  that  non-payment  and  non-dis- 
tribution cannot  be  assigned  as  breaches,  before  there  is  a 
decree  to  pay  over  the  residue.   It  is  quite  true,  there  must 
be  a  decree  before  the  administrator  can  commit  a  breach 
for  non-distribution.     In  TappetCx  case,  Lord  Tenterden 
says:  ''The  clause  in  the  condition  by  which  he  is  requir- 
ed thus  to  administer,  precedes  the  clause  by  which  he  is 
required  to  make  a  true  account  of  his  said  administration ; 
and  this  also  precedes  the  clause  by  which  he  is  required 
to  deliver  and  pay  the  residue  which  shall  appear  upon  his 
account  to  such  persons  as  the  Court  shall^  according  to 
the  statute,  appoint.    Let  us,  then,  see  how  the  order  and 
course  of  proceeding,  thus  marked  out  in  the  condition  of 
the  bond,   agrees  with  the  statute."      It  seems,   there- 
fore, that  ''  well  and  truly  to  administer"  means  something 
to  be  done  prior  to  the  delivering  the  account.  Then,  what 
can  it  mean  but  that  he  is  to  use  due  diligence  to  collect  the 
effects  and  credits  of  the  intestate,  and  securely  to  keep 


70S  CASBS  IN  THB  BZCUBQUBR, 

SMtk.afPkat,  them,    80    that,  when    the    time  comes  for  deliferiog 
^     ^     '      the  account,  he  may  be  able  to  deliver  a  juat  and  per- 
Ca^tekburt^   feet  one.    When  the  time  comes  for  rendering  an  accountj 
«•  how  can  he  say  that  he  haa  well  and  truly  administered, 

when  he  has  reduced  a  large  sum  of  money  into  his  pos- 
sesaioni  and  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use.  If  that  is 
not  the  meaning  of  the  condition,  how,  according  to  aoy 

I  construction,  can  there  be  any  breach  of  the  condition 

well  and  truly  to  administer  whatever  at  any  time?  Sup« 
pose  the  administrator  dies,  the  Ordinary  is  bound  to 
administer.  No  decree  can  be  made  against  the  former  ad- 
ministrator, he  being  dead;  and  then,  as  there  would  be 

I  no  assets  left  for  the  new  administrator,   the  legatees 

would  be  defrauded  of  their  legacies*   In  every  case  where 

I  the  administrator,  having  received  assets,  which  he  hss  ap- 

propriated to  his  own  use,  becomes  insolvent,  the  surety 
ought  to  be  held  liable.  If  it  were  held  no  breach  in  (be 
administrator  to  embeazle  the  assets  of  the  intestate,  the 
surety  would  then  not  be  liable,  and  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  would  be  frustrated.  To  '*  administer*'  means 
to  intermeddle ;  and  the  taking  possession  of  the  eflfects  is  an 
administering  (a)«  If  this  be  an  administration  at  aU,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  it  is  a  wasting  and  a  mal-administration,  A 
mandamus  lies  (6)  against  the  Ordinary  to  grant  admioi- 
atration  even  to  a  pauper;  and  therefore  it  is  of  the  greatest 
importance  that  the  surety  in  these  cases  should  be  heU 
liable.  [Lord  LymdhurtL — It  is  a  very  ordinary  case, 
and  yet  no  action  has  been  brought.  My  experience  on 
the  other  side  of  the  Court  is,  that  executors  are  often  not 
able  to  pay  what  they  ought,  and  yet  the  parties  aggrieved 
do  not  bring  actions  on  the  adminiatration-bond.  I  men- 
tion this,  because  the  words  are  so  simple  that  at  first  sight 
it  staggers  one  that  no  action  was  ever  brought.]  The 
intent  of  the  words  in  the  condition  is  plain,  and  the  in- 
tent of  the  statute  is  also  clear;  but  these  bonds  have  been 

(a)  Went.  158;  Toller,  124,  429.    {h)  Rex  v.  Sir  H.  Rawet,  Carth.4l7' 
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treated  as  mere  matter  of  form,  and  no*  one  has  ever  ««'*  ?f  ^^f^^ 
thought  of  putting  them  in  suit  But  there  are  cases  also  v^..,..^^.!.^ 
where  there  has  even  been  a  decree  and  yet  no  action  has  ArpfabUhop  of 
been  brought.  [Bayleyf  B. — There  is  a  caae  in  Cawperi 
141|  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  House.  There  it 
was  held,  that  a  creditor  has  a  right,  ex  debito  justitia^ 
as  well  as  the  next  of  kip,  to  sue  upon  the  bond  in  the 
name  of  the  Ordinary.]  Lord  Man^eld  there  referred  to 
the  various  clauses  of  the  condition  in  the  bond  as  sub* 
Stan tive  matters  to  be  really  performed;  Lord  Tenterden 
did  so  also  in  Tappen's  case,  which  is  an  atiswer  to.the  ac* 
gument  founded  on  the  fact  that .  actions  on  these  bonds 
have  not  been  frequently  brought.  If  the  due  administra- 
tion of  the  intestates*  effbcts,  within  the  meaning  of  the  con* 
dition,  does  not  include  the  taking  care  of  the  money  and 
assets,  and  forbearing  to  spend  and  waste  them,  what 
does  it  mean? 

As  to  the  other  breaches,  the  question  is,  whether  real 
or  nominal  damages  ought  to  be  assessed.  There  is  no 
ambiguity  in  the  words  to  exhibit  an  inventory  by  a  parti- 
cular day,  and  deliver  an  account  by  a  particular  day. 
[Lord  Lyndhurst* — You  assume  that  you  are  entitled 
to  nominal  damages.  The  administrator  is  to  bring  in 
an  inventory  by  a  particular  day ;  but  it  was  found, 
as  a  fact,  that  there  was  no  Court  sitting  on  that  day ; 
and,  according  to  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Wills, 
that  was  a  suflBcient  excuse.]  If  that  was  a  sufficient 
excuse,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded  it.  It  is 
entirely  by  his  own  default  that  he  has  not  .availed, 
himself  of  that  defence.  By  the  condition,  the  ad« 
ministrator  is  bound  to  bring  in  the  inventory  by  a  par* 
ticular  day.  But,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  £c* 
clesiastical  Court,  the  administrator  is  ndt  obliged  to 
bring  in  the  inventory  and  account  until  it  is  called  for. 
[Bayley,  B. — The  practice  is  quite  immaterial.]  The 
adminbtrator  binds  himself  to  bring  in  the  account  be- 
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Sxeh.^  Pleat,  fore  a  particular  day,  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that 

^    there  was  no  court  held  on  that  day.    The  point  in  the 

Archbifhop  of   case  in  Salkeld  was,  that  he  must  not  only  plead  that 
CAHTBasvaT 

9.  no  court  was  held,  but  that  he  was  there  ready.   But 

RoBBETsoN.  •£  ^j^^^  ^  good  law,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded 
it.  This  judgment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault It  is  quite  clear  there  must  be  nominal  damages; 
because,  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  the  jury  are  to  assess 
damages  "  upon  such  of  the  breaches  as  the  plaintiff",  on 
the  trial  of  the  issues,  shall  prove  to  have  been  broken;** 
and  Mr.  Serjt.  Williams  says  (a),  "  If  the  defendant  plead 
to  issue,  the  jury  upon  the  trial  must  assess  damages  for 
such  of  the  breaches  assigned  as  the  plaintiff^  shall  prove 
to  have  been  broken,  otherwise  the  verdict  will  be  erro- 
neous, and  a  venire  de  novo  will  be  awarded.  So  it  is 
where  there  is  a  judgment  upon  demurrer  or  by  defiiult.'* 

The  Solicitor  Oeneral,  contrh. — The  costs  are  compa- 
ratively of  little  importance;  but  if  there  is  no  breach  well 
assigned,  or,  if  the  breaches  are  not  proved  as  laid,  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  judgment.    It  has  been  said  that  the 
defendant  is  bound  to  plead  that  there  was  no  court  held 
on  the  particular  day;  but,  if  the  plain  tiff*  does  not  assign 
breaches  in  the  declaration,  but  merely  suggests  them  on 
the  roll,  then  the  plaintiff*  must  prove  them,  because  they 
are  not  admitted  by  the  pleadings.     [Lord  Lyndhursi* — 
Suppose  breaches  are  assigned  in  the  declaration,  and  the 
defendant  pleads  denying  the  breaches,  and  also  non  est 
factum^  and  there  is  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the 
assignment  of  breaches,  and  for  the  pknniiff  on  non  est 
factum^  would  or  would  not  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to 
judgment?    Suppose  the  defendant  contents  himself  with 
denying  the  breaches,  is  or  is  not  the  plaintiff  entitled  to 
judgment?]  He  is  not,  if  all  the  breaches  were  negatived; 
for  then  it  would  appear  that  the  defendant  had  commit- 

(a)  1  Wms-  Saond.  58,  n.  1. 
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ted  no  breach  at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced;  but  Bxeh,  rf PUa», 
the  material  question  is  upon  the  second  breach :  it  is  ,  ^^^'  ^ 
quite  clear  that  the  words  ^*  well  and  truly  administer"  Archbishop  of 
are  not  oaed  in  their  popular  or  legal  sense ;  because,  if  they  ^  a^^tb^^b"'^ ^ 
mean  that  yoa  are  to  prove  plene  adminUtravitf  you  must  Robertmh. 
prove  the  payment  of  debts  in  their  due  order.  Nor  ar^ 
the  words  in  the  statute  ot  S2  &2S  Car.  2,  c.  10,  used  in 
their  ordinary  sense.  Formerly,  the  administrator  was  en- 
titled exclusively  to  enjoy  the  residue  of  the  testator's  effects 
after  payment  of  the  debts  and  funeral  expenses  (a) ;  to  re- 
medy that,  came  the  statute  of  distributions,  which  directs 
how  and  to  whom  the  residue  is  to  be  distributed.  [Bajf^ 
ley,  B. — There  are  two  objects  of  that  statute ;  one,  that  the 
residue  shall  be  forthcoming,  and  another,  that  it  shall  be 
duly  divided.]  There  is  no  preamble  to  that  statute.  The 
object  of  the  bond  is  mentioned  in  the  Srd  section  ;  but 
nothing  is  said  about  safe  custody  of  the  assets,  and  nothing 
about  the  duly  collecting  of  the  debts  of  the  intestate; 
it  was  merely  done  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  that  to  be 
done  by  the  administrator,  which  the  Ordinary  was  for- 
merly obliged  to  do.  **  Duly  to  administer'*  does  not  mean 
payment  of  debts  in  due  order;  and  a  devasiavii  cannot  be 
alleged  as  a  breach  of  the  condition.  Brawn  v.  Arch- 
bishop of  CatUerbury  (b).  [Bayleyt  B. — It  would  be  ex- 
actly the  same  to  the  next  of  kin,  whether  the  adminis- 
trator paid  the  money  to  a  simple  contract  or  a  bond  cre- 
ditor.] It  has  been  said,  that  what  L.  C.  J.  Holt  is  reported 
to  have  said,  in  the  case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury 
T.  Wills,  was  a  mere  obiter  dictum,  but  the  same  point  was 
decided  in  Broun  v.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury.  -.  If  the 
words  **  truly  administer"  are  used  in  their  ordinary 
sense,  then,  supposing  that  the  administrator  had  money 
in  his  hands  and  refused  to  pay  a  bond  creditor,  that 
would  be  a  breach  of  the  condition  if  the  plaintiff's  con- 
struction were  right;  but  in  Brown  v.  Archbishop  of  Can- 
terbury that  was  held  not  to  be  a  breach  of  the  condition. 

(a)  Williams  on  Executors,  905-6.  {b)  Lutwyche,  882. 
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[Lord  Lyndhur$L — How  can  you  reconcile  that  caae  with 
the  case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  House,  where 
it  was  held  that  a  creditor  has  a  right  to  sue  on  the  admin- 
istration bond  ?]  The  decision  there  did  not  turn  on  the 
disposition  of  assets,  but  on  the  administrator's  not  ex< 
hibiting  an  inventory.  L.  C.  J.  Holi  says,  that  a  creditor 
shall  not  take  an  assignment  of  the  bond  and  sue  it|  and 
assign  for  breach  the  non-payment  of  a  debt  to  him,  or  a 
devaetavit  committed  by  the  administrator;  for  that  would 
be  needless  and  infinite.  If  the  bond  were  conditioned 
for  the  administrator  doing  his  duty,  then  it  would  be  a 
breach  if  he  omitted  to  pay  debts ;  because  it  is  his  duty 
to  do  so ;  so  that  the  case  in  Lutwyche  shews  that  that  is 
not  a  breach  of  the  condition.  [Bayley,  B. — ^The  non- 
payment of  debts  does  not  hurt  the  next  of  kin,  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  quite  immaterial  to  them  whether  a  bond  or 
simple  contract  debt  is  paid  off.]  But  the  non-payment 
of  debts  in  due  order  would  be  a  breach  of  his  duty. 
Lord  Tenterden  says,  in  the  case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Can* 
terbury  v.  Tappen  (a), ''  the  question  is  not,  whether  such 
a  neglect  or  refusal  be  a  breach  of  the  duty  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, but  whether  it  be  a  breach  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond."  He  intimates  a  clear  opinion  that  the  ad- 
ministrator had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  yet  he 
was  held  not  liable  to  the  action.  Lord  Tenierden  notices 
the  doctrine  othordHardmcket  as  recognissing  what  L.CJ. 
Holt  had  said,  that  **  well  and  truly  to  administer"  is  to  be 
construed  in  bringing  in  the  administrator's  account 
[Lord  Lyndkursi. — The  administrator  is  to  do  three 
things :  he  is  to  make  an  inventory  of  the  goods ;  he  is  to 
administer  them  truly;  and  to  make  a  just  account  of  his 
administration— these  are  three  distinct  things.  Bayley, 
B. — And  there  is  this  expression,  and  furtker  to  make  a 
true  and  just  account]  The  words  **  duly  administer**  are 
not  used  in  the  sense  of  pleni  administravit.  Suppose  neg- 
ligence, and  the  property  lost,  the  administrator  would  be 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  166. 
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liable  to  a  creditor  on  the  plea  of  pleni  admnUtravit ;  but  B^ch.  «/ ^'«a«* 

can  it  be  said  that  that  would  be  a  breacbof  the  condition  of 

the  bond?    Is  it  to  be  said,  that,  on  e?ery  oecasipn,  where 

there  is  any  misconduct  on  the  part  of  thd.administrator^  it 

will  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  condition,  well  and  truly  to.ad>- 

minister.  Until  there  is  a  final  decreei  there  is  no  prc|u4ioe^ 

because  the  administrator  until  de<^r^e  is  not  1|oundto  pror 

vide  the  money.     [Lord  Lyndhuret.-^He.  haa  no  right  to 

use  it  for  his  own  purposes.]     But  if  he  has  the  money 

forthcoming  when  the  decree  is  made,  can  it  be  said  that 

there  is  a  breach  of  the  condition  ?  Itia  sufficient  that  the 

administrator  has  the  money  forthcoming  when  :the  decree 

is  made.     It  is,  therefore,  submitted  that  nominal  damages 

only  should  be  assessed  on  all  the  breaches. 

Kelly^  in  reply. — Assuming  that,  according  to  the  case 
of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  WilUf  the  defendant 
might  have  pleaded  that  no  court  was  held  on  the  particu- 
lar day ;  he  has  not  done  so,  and,  therefore,  he  cannot 
avail  himself  of  that  as  a  defence.  The  statute  intended 
not  only  that  the  surplus  should  ultimately  be  distributed 
to  the  next  of  kin  ;  *  but,  also,  that  the  assets,  when  col- 
lected, should  be  securely  kept  for  them  until  distribution^ 
either  with  or  without  a  decree.  The  case  of  Brown  v. 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  merely  shews  that  the  non- 
payment of  a  debt  due  from  the  intestate  is  no  breach  of 
the  condition  well  and  truly  to  administer.  In.  the  present 
case  the  plaintiff  relies  on  the  flagrant  malfeasance  of  the 
administrator. 

Cur,  adv.  vulL 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — This  was  an  action  brought 
upon  an  administration  bond,  at  the  instance  of  the  next  of 
kin,  against  the  surviving  surety.  The  defendant  pleaded 
non  est  factum;  upon  which  the  plaintiff  took  issue,  and 
suggested  various  breaches  upon  the  roll:^r^/,  that  the 
administrator  did  not  make  a  true  and  perfect  inventory  of 
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^^*i^/'^'  the  goods  of  the  intestate;  secondly ^  that  he  did  not  well 

^     and  truly  administer^  according  to  law,  the  goods  of  the 

ArchbUbop  of    intestate ;  thirdly,  that  he  did  not  make  a  true  and  just 

CAMTERBUaY 

V.  account  of  his  administration;  and  lastly,  that  he  did  not 

pay  over  the  residue  to  the  next  of  kin.    The  facta  of  the 
case,  as  they  appeared  upon  the  trial,  were  these :  the  ad- 
ministrator possessed  himself  of  the  effects  of  the  intes- 
tate to  a  considerable  amount;  he  applied  a  part  of  them 
in  discharge  of  the  debts  of  the  intestate,  and  of  the  funeral 
expenses ;  he  applied  another  part  in  payment  of  one  of  the 
next  of  kin;  but  there  was  a  large  balance,  amounting  to 
more  than  10,000/L,  which  he  applied  and  converted  to 
his  own  use;  he  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  sum  of 
money  was  entirely  lost  to  the  estate  of  the   intestate. 
The  main  question  under  these  circumstances  is  this:  Was 
this  conduct  of  the  administrator  a  breach  of  that  part  of 
the  condition  of  the  bond  by  which  he  undertook  **  well 
and  truly  to  administer  the  effects  of  the  intestate  !"  Now, 
looking  at  the  language  of  the  bond,  nothing  can  be  more 
distinct  and  precise  than  those  terms  of  the  condition. 
They  are,  that  he  shall  well  and  truly  administer,  accord- 
ing to  law,  the  effects  which  shall  come  to  his  hands,  and 
all  other  the  effects  of  the  intestate  that  shall  come  to 
the  hands  of  any  person  or  persons  for  him  to  be  adminis- 
tered.     It  would  seem  difficult  to  entertain  any  doubt 
upon  the  natural  construction  of  these  words,  and  nothing 
would  be  a  more  direct  infringement  of  the  terms  of  the 
condition  than  the  application  of  the  effects  of  the  intes- 
tate to  his  own  use,  and  the  converting  them  to  his  own 
purposes,  so  that  they  shoidd  be  entirely  lost  to  the  estate 
of  the  intestate.    Considering,  therefore,  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  according  to  the  ordinary  terms  of  construction, 
and  according  to  the  natural  import  of  the  words,  it  ap- 
pears to  us  that  this  conduct  of  the  administrator  is  ' 
breach,  and  a  direct  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond. 
And  the  only  question,  therefore,  would  be,  whether  there 
is  any  thing  in  the  scope  and  intention  of  the  act  of  Par- 
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liamenti  or  any  thing  in  the  decisions  which  have  taken  Exeh.  of  puom, 
place  with  reference  to  this  subject,  to  lead  us  to  put  upon 
this  condition   of  the  bond   an  interpretation  different 
from  that  which  its  ordinary  teroiSi  and  the  language  in 
which  it  is  expressed,  imports? 

NoW|  with  respect  to  the  act  of  Parliament — this  sta- 
tute, commonly  called  the  statuteof  distributions,  was  passed 
for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  distribution  of  the  effects 
of  intestates,  that  is,  the  residue  of  their  effects,  amongst 
the  next  of  kin ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  scope  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  the  object  to  which  it  was  directed,  or 
its  provisions,  which  at  all  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
we  ought  not  to  put  upon  the  terms  of  this  condition  that 
construction  which  the  language  of  the  condition  itself  na- 
turally imports  and  conveys. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  decisions  upon  this  subject, 
which  were  relied  upon  at  the  bar — the  first  case  to  which 
reference  was  made,  was  the  recent  decision  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  v.  Tappen  (a).  It  does  not  appear 
to  us  that  there  is  any  thing  in  the  decision  in  that  case 
at  all  affecting  the  interpretation  which  we  put  upon  this 
condition  of  the  bond ;  in  that  case  the  question  and  the 
only  question  was,  whether  the  administrator  was  bound 
to  distribute  the  residue  of  the  testator's  effects  amongst 
the  next  of  kin,  before  the  ecclesiastical  judge  had  pro- 
nounced a  decree  for  that  purpose*  The  Court  was  of 
opinion  that  the  administrator  was  not  bound  to  make  a 
distribution  before  the  decree,  and  they  founded  that  de- 
cision upon  the  language  of  the  condition — ''  That  he 
shall  deliver  and  pay  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  goods 
which  shall  be  found  remaining  upon  his  account,  to  such 
persons  respectively  as  the  judge  of  the  Court  shall,  by 
decree  or  sentence,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  limit  and  ap- 
point/' The  Court,  therefore,  was  of  opinion,  upon  the 
obvious  construction  of  that  clause,  that  it  was  necessary^ 
before  there  could  be  a  breach  of  the  condition,  that  the 

(a)  8  B.  &  0.  156. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  ecclesiastical  judge  should  pronounce  his  decree.    And^ 
N......^^..!.^    as  that  was  provided  for  by  this  special  condition,  they 

Archbishop  of   were  of  opiuion  that  it  was  not  a  breach  within  the  second 
V,  condition,  namelyi  ''  that  he  should  well  and  truly  admin- 

ister according  to  law  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  intes- 
tate." There  is  nothing,  thereforCi  in  the  decision  of  the 
case  of  the  Archbishop  of  CatUerbury  v.  Tappen  at  va- 
riance with  the  opinion  which  we  have  formed  with  re* 
spect  to  this  part  of  the  condition  of  the  bond. 

Another  case  cited  was  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  {a).  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  was 
a  creditor,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  had  assign- 
ed as  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  that  the  in- 
testate was  indebted  to  him  by  bond  in  a  sum  of  20M. ; 
that  assets  to  that  amount  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
administrator,  and  that  the  bond  debt  was  not  paid  by 
the  administrator.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench,  upon  de- 
murrer, gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff:  upon  a  writ  of  error, 
that  judgment  was  afterwards  reversed,  upon  the  ground,  as 
the  Court  stated,  that  the  breach  assigned  was  not  within 
the  meaning  of  the  condition.  That  decision,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  amounted  to  this — that  the  object  of  the  act  was 
not  to  provide  a  remedy  for  creditors,  for  they  already 
had  by  law  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  their  debts;  and 
therefore,  that  the  breach  so  assigned  was  not  within  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament — within  the 
meaning  of  the  legislature  at  the  time  they  passed  that 
law. 

Another  case  that  was  cited  was  the  case  of  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury  v.  Wills,  which  is  reported  in  Salkeld;  and 
is  also  reported  in  11  Modem.  In  that  case  the  question 
was,  whether  the  administrator  was  bound,  before  he  was 
cited,  to  make  and  deliver  his  inventory,  and  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  that  he  was  bound  to  make  and  deliver  bis 
inventory  without  any  previous  citation — that  was  the  main 
point  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that  case. 

(a)  Lutw.  882. 


TRINITY  TERMi  3  WILL.  IV.  711 

It  is  true,  L.  C.  J.  HoU,  in  the  course  of  giving  judg-  ****;  j^/'^' 
ment  in  thai  case,  said — ''  By  the  words  of  the  condition     v^.....^^!^ 
he  is  to  adminislser  well  and  truly^  that  shall  be  construed    ArcfaUthop  of 
in  bringing  in  his  account,  and  not  in  paying  the  debts  of  «. 

the  intestate.  And  therefore  a  creditor  shall  not  take  an  k<»»i^**^« 
assignment  of  the-hondi  and  sue  it>  and  assign  for  a  bxeaoh, 
the  non-payment  of  a  debt  to  him,  or  a  devastavit  commit- 
ted, by  the  administrator,  for  that  would  be  needless  and 
infinite."  What  I  understand  to  have  been  the  meaning 
of  L«  C.  J.  Holt,  upon  that  odcasion^  was  tbis»  that  a  creditor 
shall  not  sue  for  his  debt  upon  the  bond  even  if  he  sug- 
gests a  devastavit.  The  same  case  is  reported  in  Modern, 
but  in  the  report  in  Modem  the  main  point  only  is  noticed 
and  what  L.  C.  J.  Holt  is  stated  to  have  said  in  the 
report  of  the  case  in  Salkeld  is  not  mentioned;  but  the  in- 
terpretation which  I  have  put  upon  what  fell  from  L.  C.  J. 
HoU  upon  that  occasion  is  consistent  with  the  decision 
in  Lutwyche^  to  which  I  have  referred,  namely,  that  the 
object  of  the  act  and  of  the  bond  was  not  to  provide  a  remedy 
for  creditors;  the  object  was,  to  take  care  of  the  effects, 
of  the  intestate,  for  the  benefit  of  those  persons  who  were 
entitled  to  distribution  as  next  of  kin. 

The  cases,  of  Greenside  v.  Benson^  and  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  v*  House,  were  also  cited.  Those 
were. cases  of  actions  brought  by  creditors  for  not  deliver- 
ing an  inventory;,  and  it  has  been  decided  in  those  cases, 
and  has  been  the  practice,  and  has  been  considered  as 
law,  that  creditors  may  sue  upon  the  bond  where  the 
inventory  has  not  been  delivered ;  but  what  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  says  in  Greenside  v.  Benson  confirms  what  was  said 
by  L.  C.  J.  Holt,  and  confirms  also  the  decbion  of  the 
case  in  Lutwyche.  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  ''  What  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  aimed  at  would  have  been  right, 
supposing  the  ordinary  had  assigned  for  breach  the  non- 
payment of  the  creditors'  debts."  So  that  all  the  autho- 
rities go  to  shew  that  the  creditors  cannot  put  the  bond  in 
suit;  that  the  non-payment  of  debts  due  to  creditors  can- 
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BMeh,  of  Pleat,  not  be  assigned  as  a  breach ;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me 

^    that  the  decisions  in  those  cases  at  all  afiect  the  present 

Ardibbhop  of  question.     There  is  nothing » thereforci  either  in  the  con- 

Cahtbeburt 

«.  struction  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  its  obvious  intention 

BBRTsov.  ^Q  j  import,  and  nothing  in  the  cases  to  which  I  have  refer- 
red|  at  all  affecting  the  interpretation  which  we  put  upon 
thb  condition,  namely,  that  when  the  administrator  applies 
and  converts  to  his  own  use  the  effects  of  the  intestate,  so 
that  those  effects  are  entirely  lost  to  the  estate  of  the  intes- 
tate, that  is  such  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  by 
which  the  administrator  undertakes  *'  well  and  truly  to 
administer  according  to  law,**  as  will  entitle  the  next  of 
kin  to  have  the  bond  put  in  suit  at  their  instance.  We 
are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  se- 
cond breach,  the  plaintiff*  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full 
amount  of  money  that  has  been  so  misapplied,  that  sum 
amounting  in  this  case  to  10|875/.  Ss.  9d. 

With  respect  to  the  other  breaches  that  have  been 
assigned,  and  upon  which  nominal  damages  have  been 
assessed,  the  first  of  those  breaches  is  for  "  not  render- 
ing and  making  a  full,  true,  and  perfect  inventory  of 
the  goods  of  the  intestate.**    It  was  suggested  at  the 
bar,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  administra- 
tor had  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  having  made  and  re- 
turned such  an  inventory,  because  that  inventory  was  to 
be  made  and  returned  upon  a  particular  day,  and  that  no 
court  sat  on  that  day.     Supposing  that  to  be  a  valid 
and  sufficient  excuse,  it  must  have  been  pleaded  in  ex- 
cuse of  performance,  and  could  not  have  been  given  in 
evidence  without  such  plea ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
could  not  have  been  pleaded  to  a  suggestion  of  breaches; 
but  if  the  defendant,  instead  of  confining  himself  to  the 
plea  of  non  est  factum  (as  he  has  done  in  this  instance), 
had  thought  proper  to  avail  himself  of  the  right  which 
he  bad  to  plead  further,  he  might,  if  this  had  been  a 
valid  and  sufficient  excuse,  have  availed  himself  of  it  in 
the  shape  of  a  plea  by  way  of  excuse  of  performance;  we 
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are  of  opinion  that  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  upon  this  ^ch.  of  Pleat, 
assignment  of  breaches ;  and  we  think,  therefore,  that  the  ^  *  ^ 

plaintiff  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  upon  the  first  breach.    ArchUahop  of 
The  same  argument  and  observations  will  apply  also  to  the  v. 

third  breach — that  he  did  not  make  a  true  and  just  account  ^^■^*"^*'' 
of  the  said  administration,  on  or  before  the  day  named  in 
the  bond.  In  that  case^  also,  if  the  administrator  intended 
to  have  availed  himself  of  this  excuse  of  performance,  he 
should  have  done  it  by  plea.  We  are  of  opinion  that  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  this  in  evidence  in  the  present  stage 
of  the  proceedings. 

With  respect  to  the  last  breach^  namely,  that  he  should 
pay  over  the  rest  and  residue  amongst  the  next  of  kin,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  fourth  assignment  of  breaches  is 
not  suflScient;  because,  by  the  condition  of  the  bond, 
it  was  necessary  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  should 
precede  the  distribution,  and  no  decree  of  the  Court  is 
stated  in  the  assignment  of  the  breach.  We  are  of 
opinion,  under  such  circumstances^  that  there  should  be 
no  damages  assessed  upon  that  breach;  and  the  course  will 
be,  as  far  as  relates  to  that  breach,  that  the  jury  should  be 
discharged.  We  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  upon  the  first  and 
third  breaches;  and  upon  the  second  breach  (the  principal 
subject  of  argument),  that  he  is  entitled  to  damages  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  money  that  has  been  misappliedj  namely, 
to  the  amount  of  10,875/.  8«.  9(L 

Jervis  inquired  whether  the  decision  extended  to  the 
money  that  was  due  to  the  children. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  action  is  brought  at  the 
instance  of  the  next  of  kin  in  the  name  of  the  Archbishop ; 
the  whole,  therefore,  will  be  paid  into  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court — the  Ecclesiastical  Court  will  have  the  jurisdiction 
as  to  the  application  of  the  whole;  it  becomes  the  effects 
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Bxek.  of  Pkas,  of  the  intestate,  which  will  be  distributed  under  the  de- 
1833 

^     cree  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

Archbishop  of 
Canterbury 


PoMtea  to  the  plaintiff. 


Robertson. 


The  Solicitor  General  afterwards  applied  to  the  Court 
to  turn  the  special  case  mto  a  special  verdict,  that  the  de- 
fendant might  have  the  advantage  of  bringing  the  ques- 
tion before  a  Court  of  Error. 

The  Court  refused  the  application,  and  declared  that 
they  had  no  power  to  grant  it  (a). 

(a)  Sec  1  C.  &  J.  372. 


Hall,  Gent.,  One  &c.,  v.  Ashurst,  Gent,  One  fcc. 

The  soiidtoT  of  Special  assumpsit.— Tht  six  first  counts  of  the  de- 
StoiSrf!ltenkI  cbration  were  framed  on  an  undertaking  to  bear  and  pay, 
nipt  m  the coun.  ^^  behalf  of  [certain  creditors,  two-thirds  of  the  expenses 

try  wrote  to  B.,  *  ,     ,  r  u      W 

the  lotidtor  of  of  attending  certain  meetings  of  commissioners  of  banx- 

ditortof  thV^  rupt,  and  resisting  the  proof  of  one  JC.,  who  claimed  to 

S°foiwin™^''  prove  under  the  commission.    There  were  counts  for  work 

wimn    o'  *"  *"^  labour,  money  paid  &c.     Plea— The  general  issue, 

half  of 'the  w  At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  at  the  Lon- 

bear^o-ih'r^  d^n  Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the 

ofMiL^Twd  P'*in'*»ff  ^as  the  solicitor  employed  by  the  country  cre- 

B.  or  such  bar-  ditors  of  onc  Rose,  a  bankrupt,  and  the  defendant  was 

nsterasyoumay  -  »  r   ' 

think  fit  for  re-  employed  as  the  solicitor  to  Rose's  London  creditdrs. 
proo^u^defihe  ®"  ^^  ^^^^  December,  1881,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  Messrs. 
ofTn^wt^ling*  ^^^^^  *"^  Greenwell,  London  creditors  of  the  bankrupt, 
t^e  account,  of    respecting  a  claim  to  prove  a  sum  of  1,700/.  by  one  K. 

the  meeting  on 

)*!  l^Jllii?**".*"  ./  *r\*y  undertake  to  bear  and  pay  tm  hehaif  of  ih$*e  erBdUort  twa  tMrdt  ^ 
wrotlT^    ,    ?!,      ,  ^^^.  accordingly."     And  the  meeting  being  afterwards  adjourned,  A. 

"^^^^^r^^a:^^^^^  --<*  -  y-  >euer :"-^i.,  that  A. 
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The  plaintiff  afterwards  communicated  to  the  defendant 
that  it  was  in  contemplation  to  attend  a  particular  meeting 
of  the  commissioners  by  counsel,  in  order  to  oppose  the 
claim  of  K. ;  in  answer  to  which  communication  the  defen- 
dant wrote  to  the  plaintiff  a  letter  containing  therein  as 
follows : — 

*'  84,  Newgaie-street,  April  13,  1882. 
'*  Dear  Sir, — I  am  willing,  on  behalf  of  the  London 
creditors,  to  bear  two-thirds  of  the  expense  of  Messrs.  B. 
and  JS»,  or  such  barrister  as  you  may  think  fit,  for  resisting 
Mr.  K**s  proof  under  the  commission,  and  of  investigating 
the  accounts  of  the  assignees  at  the  meeting  on  the  18th 
instant.  /  hereby  undertake  to  bear  and  pay  on  behalf  of 
these  creditors  two-thirds  of  the  expenses  incident  thereto 
accordingly.** 

«  H.  W.  HaU,  Esq." 

The  meeting  took  place  on  the  18th,  and  was  ad- 
journed to  the  88th;  which  was  communicated  by  the 


who  held  a  warrant  of  attorney  executed  by  the  bankrupt.    Exeh,qf  Pleat, 
On  the  15th  December ^  the  defendant  wrote  the  following 
letter  to  the  plaintiff: — 

"  Re  Rose, 

"  84,  Newgate-street f  London. 

'*  Sir, — Your  letter  of  the  13th  instant  to  my  clients, 
Messrs.  White  and  Greenwell,  has  been  handed  to  me. 
They  are  members  of  the  City  of  London  Association, 
and  assembled  with  the  other  members,  who  are  creditors, 
this  morning.  Your  letter  was  laid  before  them,  and  they 
determined  to  co-operate  with  the  other  bond  Jide  credi- 
tors in  protecting  the  interests  of  the  creditors  at  large, 
and  defeating  the  partial  purpose  intended  to  be  effected 
by  the  warrant  of  attorney  granted  to  K.,  &c.  &c. 

(Signed)  "  W.  C.  Ashurst. 

H.  W.  HaU,  Esq." 
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Bith.^piittt,  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  who,  in  answer  to  that  commu' 
■  nication,  wrote  to  the  plahttiffas  ToIIowb: — 

^■-        "Re  Rose. 
AiHCKiT.  '•  84,  NetBgaiestreet,  London,  36th  Ajnil,  18S3. 

"  Dear  Sir, — I  shall  have  no  objection  to  bear,  as  before, 
the  proportion  of  the  expense  oF  the  barrbter  attending 
the  meeting  stated  in  your  letter." 

Several  other  adjourned  meetings  took  place,  and  the 
claim  ofK,  was  reduced  by  a  large  amount. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  upon  this  evidence,  with 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant's  undertaking  did  not  bind  htm 
personally.  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly ; 
against  which,  cause  was  now  shewn  by 

BaU. — The  question  here  is,  whether  the  defendant  has 
not  made  himself  personally  liable.  In  Burrell  v.  Jones  (a), 
the  solicitors  of  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  tenant  were 
held  personally  liable  to  the  landlord  upon  a  written  un- 
dertaking, whereby  they  "  as  solicitors  to  the  assignees," 
undertook  to  pay  the  landlord  his  rent.  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  in  giving  judgment  in  that  case,  referred  to  Apple- 
ton  T.  Bi^s  (i),  where  it  was  held  that  one  who  cove- 
nanted for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  for  the  act  of 
another,  was  personally  bound  by  his  covenant,  although 
be  described  himself  in  the  deed  as  covenanting  for  and  on 
behalf  of  such  other  person.  [Lord  Lyndhvrsl,  C.  B. — 
In  Appleton  v.  Binks,  the  covenant  was  for  and  on  the  part 
and  behalf  of  another  person.  Here  the  undertaking  is  to 
bear  and  pay  on  behalfofthe  creditors.  Tbereisnoin- 
conustency  in  either  case  in  a  party,  for  himself  or  for  his 
heirs,  covenanting  or  undertaking  to  do  an  act  for  or  on 
behalf  of  another  party.  The  undertaking  here  is  not  an 
undertaUng  on  the  behalf  of  another  person  to  do  an  act, 

(o)  3  B.  &  Al.  47.  (h)  6  Eut,  148. 
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but  it  18  an  undertaking  to  do  an  act  on  the  behalf  of  an-  ^«^^  ofPUag,- 
other  person.]    The  present  case  is  stronger  than  BurreU 
▼.  JoneSy  for  there  the  principals  were  named,  but  here 
they  are  not  named.     In  Ivesan  v.  Coningion  (a),  the 
Court  of  King*s  Bench  decided^  that  the  defendants  were 
liable  personally  on  an  agreement  by  which  the  plaintiff 
and  defendants,  who  were  the  respective  attorneys  for  a 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  a  cause,  personally  consented 
and  undertook  that  the  record  should  be  withdrawn,  and 
which  contained  other  things  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  in  the  suit ;  and  the  Court  said  that  the  case 
was  not  distinguishable  from  BurreU  y.  Jones.  [Vaugkan, 
B. — There  the  word  "  personally*'  was  used  in  the  under- 
taking].    In  Scrace  v.  Whittingion  (6),  the  attorney  was 
held  personally  liable,  although  there  was  no  express  un- 
dertaking on  his  part  to  become  personally  liable.  [Bayley^ 
B. — Scrace  v.  Whitiington  turned  on    the  usage  of  the 
profession  of  attorneys,  who,  when  employed  by  other  at- 
torneys, look  to  the  attorneys  who  so  employ  them,  and 
not  to  the  clients  of  the  other  attorneys.     The  question 
of  credit  was  left  to  the  jury,  who  found  that  the  credit 
was  given  to  the  defendant  and  not  to  his  client.     The 
Court  said,  that  if,  in  such  case,  the  attorney  intended 
not  to  be  personally  liable,  it  was  his  duty  to  give  ex- 
press notice  that  the  business  was  to  be  done  upon  the 
credit  of  the  client] 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  Hoggins,  coniriu — There  is  no 
doubt  that  an  agent  may  contract  so  as  to  bind  himself 
personally.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the  defendant 
has  done  so.  [Bayley^  B. — With  whom  do  you  say  that 
the  contract  was  made?]    The  London  creditors*    The 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  160.  (6)2B.  &C.  11. 
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fxc*.  €fPUm$t   defendant  mentions  all  the  London  creditors,  and    the 
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question  is,  whether  the  expression  on  behalf  of  all  the 

London  creditors  is  to  be  considered  merely  as  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  character  the  defendant  filled.  [Lord  Lynd" 
kursta  C.  B. — The  creditors  are  introduced  to  point 
out  the  proportion  of  the  expenses  which  it  was  reason* 
able  should  be  paid  on  their  behalf.  Then  the  defendant 
says  that  he  undertakes  to  bear  on  their  behalf,  not,  that 
he  undertakes  on  their  behalf.  There  is  no  inconsist- 
ency in  one  man  undertaking  to  bear  expenses  on  behalf 
of  another.]  The  present  case  is  distinguishable  from 
those  which  have  been  cited.  In  Iveson  v.  ConingUm,  the 
word  **  personally  "  was  used,  and  the  main  question  was, 
the  extent  of  the  personal  liability.  In  BurreUY.,  Jones , 
the  case  turned  very  much  on  the  expression,  '*  as  soli- 
citors.*' If  they  were  not  bound,  nobody  would  have  been 
bound.  Holroydf  J.,  said,  ''If  they  are  not,  nobody  is 
bound  by  this  undertaking,  for  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
assignees  are  not  bound. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.— I  do  not  think  that  Burrell 
▼.  Jones  turned  so  much  on  the  expression  '^  as  solicitors," 
as  Qpon  the  fact  that  the  defendants  were  the  solicitors ;  and 
in  that  respect  this  case  is  similar,  for  the  defendant  here 
is  the  attorney.  What  is  there  here  to  shew  that  the  Lon- 
don creditors  were  bound  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
nothing  inconsistent  in  the  defendant,  as  attorney  for 
these  creditors,  giving  his  personal  liability  on  behalf  of  his 
client.  The  case  seems  to  me  to  fall  within  the  authori- 
ties which  have  been  cited ;  and  it  is  not  probable  that 
Hall  could  have  supposed  that  the  business  was  to  be 
done  on  the  responsibility  of  all  these  creditors ;  it  is 
much  more  likely  that  he  supposed  that  he  was  incurring 
these  expenses  on  the  personal  liability  of  the  defendant. 
The  ground  of  my  judgment  is,  that  the  letter  of  the  ISth 
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April  shews  precisely  that  the  defendant  contracted  per-  Exch,  of  PUas, 
sonally  with  the  plaintiff.     It  is  a  contract  that  he  would 
bear  and  pay  for  other  persons,  not  a  contract  on  behalf 
of  other  persons  to  bear  and  pay. 


BayleYi  B. — I  think  that  the  letter  of  the  13th  April 
cannot  fairly  be  construed  in  any  other  way  than  as  an  un* 
dertaking  by  the  defendant  to  he  personally  liable.  If  the 
commencement  of  the  letter  were  equivocal,  the  words  "  I 
undertake  to  bear  and  pay/'  are  clear.  The  plaintiff  would 
have  a  right  to  expect  from  that  letter,  that  the  defendant 
was  to  be  the  paymaster.  The  letter  of  the  26th  April  is 
equally  clear.  This  construction,  also,  is  the  most  consistent 
with  common  sense,  for  the  plaintiff  would  know  Ashurst 
only,  and  probably  knew  nothing  of  the  London  creditors 
or  their  solvency,  whilst  Ashurst  would  certainly  know 
his  own  client.  The  present  case  is  the  same  as  BurreU 
V.  Jones  in  principle,  and  is  not  distinguishable  from  that 
decision  in  any  material  circumstance. 

Vaughan,  B. — It  is  admitted  that  the  defendant  might 
legally  make  himself  liable  to  these  expenses,  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether,  on  the  true  construction  of  thes& 
letters,  he  has  done  so.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  was  clear.  No  prudent  man  would 
have  been  content  with  the  responsibility  of  the  great 
body  of  creditors,  whom  he  did  not  know.  After  the  first 
letter  to  Messrs.  White  ^  Greenwell,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pears to  have  communicated  with  the  defendant  alone, 
and  to  have  given  the  credit  to  him  alone. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  only  fair  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  the  letter  of  the  13th  of  April  is, 
that  it   amounts  to  a  formal  agreement,  on  the  part  of 
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Exeh.  cf  Pleat,  Ashurst,  to  pay  and  bear  the  proportion  of  these  er- 

LoOOm 

^     ^     ^     penses. 

Hall  Rule  discharged. 

V. 
ASBURST. 


Hewitt  v.  Melton. 
A  dutringas  for  Jf^/,^  TT  moved  for  a  distringas.     The  affidaviU  were 

the  purpose  of  .       .  • 

proceeding  to      not  suf&cient  to  Warrant  a  distringas  upon  which  to  pro- 
be granted  upon  ceed  for  the  purpose  of  entering  an  appearance. 

affidavit,  upon 
which  the  Court 

would  not  grant       Bayley,  B. — You  may  have  a  distringas  for  the  pur- 

9k  dittringat  (ox  ^  j-        ^  ^i 

the  purpose  of    pose  of  proceeding  to  outlawry. 

proceeding  to 
enter  an  ap- 
pearance for  the       Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — ^We   think  that  upon  this 

affidavit  you  are  entitled  to  a  distringas  for  the  purpose  of 

effecting  an  outlawry,  though  not  to  one  for  the  purpose 

of  proceeding  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant 

Writ  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  out- 
lawry (a)  granted. 

(a)  The  form  of  the  notice  at      See  No.  3  in  the  Schedule  to  2 
the  foot  of  the  writ  is  diflferent.      W.  4,  c.  39. 
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JoNRS  r.  Jones. 

v/OVEN ANT  by  the  trustee  under  a  marriage  settle-  The  necessary 

ment.    Plea— ATcm  est  factum.  SwcuteT^^i. 

At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  ]3^^**'J^*°*' 

for  the  county  of  Hereford,  it  appeared  that  all  the  par-  after  the  coq- 

<wk  Teviiiff  DArtv 

ties  to  the  deed,  except  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  trustee  had  executed, 

for  the  intended  wife,  assembled  to  execute  the  settlement.  !™!!!f°" !!?. 

'  execution  or  as- 

The  defendant,  who  was  the  father  of  the  intended  hus-  >«nt  ^y  any 

band,  and  the  sole  conveying  party,  executed  and  deli-  father  of  the  in- 

vered  the  deed;  and,  immediately  after  the  execution  by  jectedto^a^"  ' 

him,  and  before  any  of  the  other  parties  executed,  the  f*«»j««5  the  ob- 

•'  '^  jection  was  ac- 

father  of  the  intended  wife  objected  to  a  clause  which  quiesced  in,  and 

contained  a  power  of  revocation  by  either  the  intended  «truck  out,  and 

husband  or   wife.     Upon   this  objection  the  clause  was  te^**^' 

struck  out,  and  the  deed  was  then  again  executed  by  immediately  re- 

-  „      ,  ,  .  n  .  executed,  and 

the  defendant,   and  a  new  attestation  of  execution  was  the  other  par- 
indorsed  upon  it;  all  the   other  parties  then  executed.  /re«*that*tho" 
It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  execution  of  the 

•'  '  r  .  .1  deed  was  in 

deed  could  not   be   received  in  evidence  for  want  of  a  fieri  only  when 

i_.   t     ..  .J  »  'm.      J*       M.\^      '  the  alteration 

new  stamp,  which  it  was  said  was  requisite  for  the  m*  took  pUce,  and 

strument,  as  it  became  a  different  deed  by  the  alteration  ^}»*ttheaitera- 

'  ^  Hon  did  not 

in  striking  out  the  clause.     The  learned  Judge  overruled  make  a  fresh 
the  objection,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 


Maule,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  against  which  cause  was  to  have  been  shewn  by 
R/V.  Richards, 

But  the  Court  called  upon — 

Maule,  in  support  of  his  rule. — ^The  parties  here  came 
to  a  new  agreement  to  alter  the  deed  in  a  material 
point;  in  effect  to  make  a  different  deed.  It  was  not 
the   correction  of  a  mistake,  in  pursuance  of  the  ori- 


stamp  requisite. 
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^"^t^oS'""'  S'"'*'  intention,  but  it  was  an  alteration  of  the  contract 
^  ,  _^  '  '  which  had  been  prepared  with  their  cognizance.  It  wu 
JoNEi  xq  alter,  not  to  carry  into  effect,  the  original  intention. 
JoMEK.  \Bayley,  B. — May  not  the  execution  of  the  deed  be 
considered  to  have  been  in  fieri  only?]  The  defendant 
was  the  only  conveying  party,  and  after  he  had  executed 
the  deed,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  it  was  in  fieri.  The 
trustees  seldom  execute  at  the  time,  even  if  they  execute 
at  alt.  There  is  no  loan  pcenitentite  after  delivering  a 
deed  absolutely.  If  a  party  executing  a  deed  intends  to 
have  a  locus  poenitentiee,  or  that  the  deed  should  not  have 
immediate  effect,  he  should  deliver  it  as  an  escrow,  and 
not  absolutely.  This  is  not  rectifying  a  mistake  like  that 
of  goods  for  skip,  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  hut  it  is  a  ma- 
terial alteration,  which  makes  a  different  deed.  The  deed 
was  perfect  and  complete,  and  had  operation  from  the  mo- 
ment when  the  defendant,  the  only  conveying  party,  exe- 
cuted it.  Suppose  he  had  died  the  next  moment,  his  heir 
could  not  have  taken.  Would  not  the  deed  have  had  effect 
from  that  moment  in  caseof  a  subsequent  act  of  bankruptcy 
by  the  defendant  or  an  e/e^'^  against  him?  It  is  submitted, 
that  where  an  instrument  has  been  executed,  and  migbt 
have  been  enforced  against  the  party  executing  it,  the  stamp 
which  was  required  becomes  functus  qfficii.  ScAumanii  v. 
Wealherhead  (a). — [Bayley,  B. — In  that  case  there  had 
been  a  perfect  annuity  granted,  and  the  parties  chose  after- 
wards to  make  a  new  contract.]  In  HUl  v.  Patten  (A), 
atid  French  v.  Patten  (c),  where  a  policy  had  been  al- 
tered, without  a  fresh  stamp,  subsequently  to  its  being 
effected,  it  was  held  that  it  could  not  be  enforced  either 
as  it  originally  stood  or  as  it  was  altered.  Reed  v.  Deere  (d) 
is  in  ipo\nt.^lBat/ley,'B. — In  that  case  I  think  the  distinc- 
tion was  taken  as  to  whether  the  agreement  was  in  fieri 

(<■)  1  East,  638.  (c)  1  Cunp.  72- 

(6)  8  E«gt,  373.  (rf)  7  B.  &  C.  261. 
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or  complete^  and  it  was  held  to  be  complete.!     v.  Mtch.  of  pum, 
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Lee  (a)  is  expressly  in  point    There  a  deed  was  executed  ^ 

and  altered  by  consent  of  parties,  and  then  re-executed:        Jones 
and,  per  Curiam^  this  deed  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  as        /ones. 
a  new  deed,  unless  it  be  slumped  afresh,  because  the  al- 
teration vacates  the  whole  deed. 

Bayl£Y,  B^—I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  entering 
a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged.  When  we  come  to  look 
at  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  appears,  that,  although  there  was 
a  formal  delivery  of  the  deed  by  the  party  executing,  yet, 
in  substance,  it  had  not  become  so  perfect  a  deed  as  to  be 
incapable  of  alteration  by  the  parties  assembled.  The 
deed  was  a  marriage  settlement,  and  the  necessary  parties 
to  the  execution  were  in  attendance.  The  conveying 
party,  the  father  of  the  intended  husband,  executes  it,  and 
before  the  ink  is  dry,  and  whilst  all  the  parties  were  pre- 
sent, the  person  interested  on  behalf  of  the  lady  says, ''  I 
think  that  there  is  something  objectionable  in  one  of  the 
clauses,  and  I  wish  it  altered.*'  Then  the  parties  consent, 
before  the  deed  has  passed  intb  the  bands  of  the  parties 
who  were  to  take  under  it,  to  have  it  rectified  by  striking 
out  the  clause  in  question,  and  the  conveying  party  re<*ex'> 
ecutes  it.  I  think  that  the  execution  may  be  consideVed 
as  in  Jieri  only  whilst  these  circumstances  happened,  and 
that  the  new  moulding  the  deed  under  the  circumstances 
in  question  did  not  make  a  new  stamp  necessary.  So  very 
rigid  a  construction,  as  we  are  called  upon  to  give  to  the 
stamp  laws  in  this  case,  would  render  them  a  trap  to  inno- 
cent parties.  These  laws  are  intended  to  provide  a  re- 
venue by  requiring  stamps  when  a  deed  is  perfected  ;  but 
to  make  it  perfect,  not  only  the  delivery  by  the  party  con- 
veying, but  the  acceptance  by  the  party  to  take,  is  neces- 
sary. Now,  here,  before  any  such  acceptance,  the  deed  is 

(a)  Eq.  CH.Ab.414.pl.  13. 
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Exch.  of  Piea^,  altered  by  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  assembled  to 

execute.  A  party  interested  for  a  cestui  gut  truti  says, 
that  the  deed  is  not  what  it  ought  to  be;  and  he  bad 
a  right  to  say,  ^'  we  will  not  consent  to  the  marriage  going 
on,  if  you  will  not  have  the  deed  rectified."  The  short 
ground  of  my  opinion  is,  that,  at  the  moment  of  execution, 
an  alteration  was  required  by  one  party  and  acquiesced  in 
by  the  other;  and  I  think  that  the  deed  was  not  so  far 
executed  as  to  make  a  new  stamp  necessary. 

Vauohan,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  execution 
of  the  deed  was  in  fieri,  or  whether  it  wais  factum  and 
finbhed.  On  the  facts  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was 
in  fieri  only.  All  the  parties  were  assembled  for  the  pur- 
pose of  executing  this  deed.  One  party  had  just  exe- 
cuted, and  immediately  on  an  objection  being  taken,  and 
before  the  other  contracting  parties  had  executed,  it  is 
agreed  to  strike  out  the  clause  which  had  given  rise  to  the 
objection ;  that  was  done  accordingly,  and  the  party  re* 
executes,  and  the  other  parties  execute.  This  must  be 
considered,  I  think,  as  one  transaction;  and  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  final  consummation  of  the  execution 
before  the  deed  was  altered,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  fresh 
stamp  was  not  necessary. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was — 

Discharged. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat  9 
1833. 


PicKiN  9.  Grahabi  and  Another. 


jA  SS  U MPS  it  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  The  day  after  a 

,       ,  bill  of  exchange 

against  the  drawers.  had  been  dii- 

At  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  S^^Jj 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  the  question  was,  whether,  >>«*>«  the  fact 

,  of  the  diiho- 

under  the  circumstances,  the  defendants  had  dispensed  nour  could  be 
with  notice  of  dishonour.    The  bill  was  dated  on  the  26th  ^j^^^e  d^w- 
or  April,  1832,  and  had  been  drawn  at  one  month's  date,  f^*J^'''\p^^ 

*^  ^  in  Yorkshire 

on  a  person  of  the  name  of  ff^ragg,  by  one  Wiiham^  as  the  upon  the  in- 

agent  for  the  drawer,  who  had  sold  iron  to  the  amount  to  the^oiSer?^  A 

Wragg.    The  bill  was  indorsed  to  a  person  of  the  name  J^k^p™^""!!,  ^ 

of  Jarvis,  and  by  him  to  J.  IV,  Potter,  an  attorney  in  «*»«  wii  being 

,  lilcely  to  come 

Yorkshire,  where  the  parties  all  lived ;   and  J.  W.  Potter  back,  and  the 
subsequently  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff.      fVragg  accept-  ^^^/l^^' 
ed  the  bill,  and  soon  afterwards  having  got  into  diffi-  ^u^noaUer- 
culties,  gave  a  bill  of  sale  to  his  brother,  which  was  pre*  taking  up  the 
pared  by  Potter.     On  the  29th  of  May,  the  day  on  which  ^u hnJ^uto 
the  bill  became  due.  Potter  told  Jarvis  in  Yorkshire  that  ^^"7^^/ 
the  bill  would  probably  not  be  paid.  Jarvis,  in  the  course  pay  the  money,** 

...  .  i_       t       The  indoner 

of  the  same  day,  sent  an  intimation  to  Witham,  that  he  did  not  receiTe 

had  heard  from  Potter  that  the  bill  would  probably  not  be  ^oJl^lfn'^S'"''' 

paid.     On  the  30th  of  May,  Witham,  who  was  the  clerk  »?™t^*yf  •^^ 

and  manager  to  the  defendants,  called  at  Potter's  office,  and  notice  of 

and  told  him  that  he  had  come  in  consequence  of  an  in-  not  given  to  the 

timation  which  he  had  received  the  day  before  of  the  ex-  ^'■''•'*"^"* 

^  time: — Held, 

pected  dishonour  of  the  bill  accepted  by  Wragg,     He  that  the  pro- 
said,  *'  I  suppose  there  will  be  no  alternative  but  my  tak-  dinpense  with 
ing  up  the  bill,  and  if  you  will  bring  it  to  Sheffield  ueiLi  ^^"^ffhe^^: 
Tuesday  I  will  pay  you  the  money."  On  the  lYiesdayPot-  honour  to  the 
ter  met  Witham  at  Sheffield,  and  he  asked  Potter  if  he  had 
brought  the  bill :  Potter  said  he  had  not,  as  it  had  not 
then  come  back.     Potter  received  no  notice  of  dishonour 
until  the  9th  otJune,  and  the  defendants  received  no  no- 
tice of  dishonour  until  the  1 1th  ot  June,  when  they  refused 
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Ejrek.ofPUatf   to  pay.     Upon  this  evidence  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited^ 
_^    "^     with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of 


PicKiN        the  bill. 

9. 

Gkauam. 


Pollock  obtained  a  rule   accordingly,   against  which 
cause  was  now  shewn  by — 

J.  Williams  and  CresweU. 

Pollock  and  Hoggins  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Vauohan,  B. — This  was  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 
change by  the  indorser  against  the  drawer.     The  bill  had 
been  drawn  for  value  by  one  Witham^  as  the  agent  of  Gra^ 
ham  Sf  Co.,  upon  Wragg,  to  whom  the  drawer  had  sold 
iron  to  the  amount  of  the  bill.     It  was  dated  on  the  26th 
of  April,  1832,  payable  one  month  after  date.   The  drawee 
accepted  the  bill  payable  in  London^  and  it  was  indorsed 
to  one  JarviSi  and  by  him  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Pot^ 
ter,  who  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff.  The  acceptor's  affairs 
became  embarrassed,  and  it  appeared  that,  on  the  29th  of 
Ma^,  when  the  bill  became  due,  it  was  understood  in  Yori- 
shire  that  Wragg  was  in  bad  circumstances,  and  it  was  in- 
timated verbally  that  the  bill  would  probably  be  dishonour- 
ed. This  verbal  intimation  amounted  to  no  more  than  this, 
that  there  had  been  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  acceptor*s  effects, 
and  that  the  bill,  therefore,  probably  would  not  be  paid. 
The  consequence  was,  that  the  defendants*  clerk  called 
on  Potter  on  the  morning  of  the  30th  of  May;  the  bill 
was  payable  in  London  on  the  29th  ^^  so  that  it  was  impos- 
sible that  notice  of  dishonour  could  have  reached  the  par- 
ties in  Yorkshire  on  the  30th.     It  is  upon  what  occurred 
on  the  occasion  of  that  call  that  the  plaintiff  founds  his 
right  to  recover.   It  appears  that  there  was  a  conversation 
between  the  defendants*  clerk  and  Potter  about  the  ex- 
pected dishonour  of  the  bill,  and  the  clerk  said  to  Potter, 

if  that  be  so,  I  suppose  there  is  no  alternative  but  for 
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me  to  pay  the  bill;  if  you  will  bring  it  to  Sheffield  next  ^^fu  o/PUatt 
Tuesday^  I  will  pay  it."  On  the  Tuesday  following  he 
saw  Potter  at  Sheffield^  and  asked  for  the  bill,  and  was 
told  that  it  had  not  yet  come  back.  There  had  been  no 
notice  to  make  Potter  liable  \  for  he  received  no  notice 
until  the  9th  of  June,  and  the  defendants  received  no  ac- 
tual notice  until  the  1  Ithof  t/tfa^,  when  they  refused  to  pay. 
It  was  insisted,  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  though 
the  defendants  had  no  notice,  yet  that  they  had  know- 
ledge, and  with  that  knowledge  promised  to  pay ;  and  it 
was  argued,  that  the  general  rule,  that  the  drawer  is  en- 
titled to  notice  of  dishonour,  may  be  waived  by  the  party 
entitled  to  notice,  and  that  a  jury  may  infer,  from  a  pro- 
mise by  him,  thai  the  notice  was  regular  or  was  dispensed 
with.  There  is  a  wide  distinction  between  notice  and , 
knowledge  as  applied  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes.  In  Tindcd  v.  Brown  (a),  it  was  held,  that  notice 
means  something  more  than  knowledge.  There  are  a  va- 
riety of  more  recent  decisions  which  establish  that  the  re- 
quisite notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  some- 
thing more  than  mere  knowledge.  In  Baker  v.  Birch  (6), 
the  acceptor  went  to  the  defendant,  the  drawer,  and  told 
him  that  he  could  not  take  up  the  bill,  and  that  he,  the 
drawer,  must  do  so,  and  gave  him  bl.  5s, ,  which  was  all 
that  he  could  raise  for  that  purpose.  The  defendant  re- 
ceived the  5/.5«.,  and  promised  to  take  up  the  bill,  yet  he 
was  held  discharged  from  his  liability  upon  the  bill  for 
want  of  due  notice  of  dishonour.  So,  the  bankruptcy,  or 
known  insolvency  of  the  acceptor,  furnishes  no  answer  to 
the  want  of  due  notice  of  dishonour.  EsdaUe  v.  Sower- 
by  (c),  Rtissel  v.  Langstajffe  (d)*  It  is  insisted,  however, 
that  in  the  present  case  there  was  a  promise  to  pay.  A.n 
absolute  unqualified  promise  to  pay,  made  by  the  drawer 


(a)  IT.  R.  167.  (c)  11  East,  113. 

{b)  3  Camp.  107.  (d)  1  Dougl.516. 
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^*^\^  ^^^^  or  indorser  after  the  bill  has  become  due,  is  no  doubt  cti- 
dence  of  a  due  presentment  and  notice.  It  imports  that 
the  notice  and  presentment  hare  been  regular ;  and  juries 
have  been  properly  directed  to  presume  these  facts  from 
evidence  of  an  absolute  unqualified  promise  made  after  the 
dishonour  of  the  bill.  What  passed  in  the  present  case, 
however,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  amount  to  an  absolute 
promise.  The  parties  are  talking  of  the  expected  dis- 
honour of  the  bill,  and  the  drawer,  on  the  supposition  that 
he  had  no  other  alternative  but  to  pay,  uses  the  ex- 
pressions in  question.  I  think  that  it  was  not  at  all  like 
an  absolute  promise  to  pay  the  bill ;  it  was  rather  the  ex- 
pressing an  unwillingness  to  pay,  with  the  fear  that  he 
should  be  compelled  to  pay.  It  is  as  if  he  had  said,  "  I 
shall  be  sorry  to  be  obliged  to  pay  if  it  comes  back,  but 

1  suppose  I  must ;  if  you  bring  it  on  Tuesday  I  will  pay 
it."  The  whole  conversation  imports  not  a  promise  to  pay, 
but  amounts  in  effect  merely  to  this — **  as  the  bill  will  pro- 
bably come  back,  you  must  send  it  to  me.*'  There  are  nu- 
merous cases  (a)  which  establish,  that  when  a  party  pro- 
mises to  pay  after  the  bill  has  been  dishonoured,  a  regular 
notice  and  presentment  will  be  presumed.     It  is  unneces- 
sary to  do  more  than  allude  to  this  class  of  cases,  which 
are  of  every  day's  occurrence*    But  in  the  case  of  Bar' 
radaile  v.  Lowe  (6),  Lord  Chief  Justice  Mansfield,  in  de- 
livering his  judgment,  said  :  *'  I  do  not  find  any  case  in 
which  an  indorser,  after  having  been  discharged  by  the 
laches  of  the  holder,  has  been  held  liable  upon  his  indorse- 
ment, except  where  an  express  promise  to  pay  the  bill  has 
been  proved.   Now  the  letter  of  the  defendant  contains  no 
such  express  promise,  but  in  a  great  measure  shews  that 
the  defendant  was  writing  under  a  supposition  that  he  was 
liable.**    And  in  another  part  of  his  judgment  the  same 

(a)  See  Lundie  v.  RoberUon,  ^      2  Camp.  105. 
East,    231;    GUfbon    v.    Copgan,  (6)  4  Taunton,  93. 

2  Camp.  188  J    Taylor  v.  Jones, 
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learned  Judge  said :  *'  I  cannot  consider  the  letter  as  con-  Sxeh. 

veying  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  at  all  events,  whether     ^ 

Trevor  %  Co.  did  or  not;  and  I  think  in  this  case  it  p 
'Would  be  too  much  to  fix  the  defendant  by  any  such  im-  q, 
plied  promise.  In  most  of  the  cases  where  the  defendants 
have  been  held  liable,  they  have  either  made  an  express 
promise  to  pat/,  or  a  promise  when  they  had  a  full  knouh 
ledge  at  the  time  that  they  were  discharged,**  Goodall 
V.  Dolley  (a),  Blesard  v.  Hirst  (b),  and  other  cases,  es- 
tablish that  a  promise  made  in  ignorance  of  the  circum- 
stances of  laches  is  not  binding,  and  does  not  prevent  the 
party  from  taking  the  objection.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opin- 
ion that  the  present  application  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  must  fail,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  rightly  non- 
suited at  the  trial.  It  was  admitted  that  this  was  no  re- 
gular notice.  Then,  does  the  admission  or  promise  suffice? 
I  think  clearly  not ;  for  the  conversation  took  place  before 
the  dishonour  could  be  known,  and  the  promise  was  not 
an  express^  absolute,  and  unconditional  promise,  and  did 
not,  in  my  opinion,  dispense  with  the  want  of  notice  of  dis- 
honour. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear 
that  Potter  had  not  the  bill  at  the  time  of  the  conversation, 
and  the  promise  was  manifestly  confined  to  the  case  of  the 
bill  coming  back  to  Potter  in  due  course.  He  says,  *'  I  have 
no  alternative,  and  I  suppose  I  must  pay  it.*'  It  appears 
to  nie  to  amount  only  to  this,  '*  if  the  bill  comes  back  to 
you  in  due  course,  I  know  my  liabilities,  and  I  must  pay  it." 
In  Prideaux  v.  Collier  (c),  the  holder  appKed  to  the 
drawee,  who  said  that  he  had  no  effects,  but  that  the  bill 
would  not  be  due  until  the  next  day,  and  that  effects  would 
probably  be  provided  before  that  time.  On  the  next  day, 
when  the  bill  became  due,  the  defendant  (the  drawer)  told 

(a)  1  T.  R.  712.         {h)  5  Burr.  2670.        (c)  2  Starkic,  N.  P.  C.  67. 


730 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQURR, 


E*ck.  of  puas,  the  plaintiff  that  he  hoped  the  bill  would  be  paid,  that  he 

would  see  what  he  could  do,  and  would  endeavour  to  pro- 
vide effects.  The  bill  was  not  presented  until  the  day 
after  it  was  due,  and  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  the 
drawer  was  discharged. 

GoRNEY,  B.--I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  promise  in 
this  case  was  not  such  a  promise  as  would  dispense  with 
notice  of  dishonour. 

Rule  discharged. 


A  person,  on  be« 
ing  sent  by  the 
defendant,  an 
indorser  of  a 
bill  of  exchange, 
to  the  plaintiff, 
the  indorsee,  to 
inquire  as  to  the 
solvency  of  ^., 
a  prior  indorser, 
went  to  the 
plaintiff's  resi- 
dence; and,  on 
the  street  door 
being  opened, 
a  person  in  a 
dressing-gown, 
whom  he  had 
never  seen  be- 
fore or  since, 
asked  him  what 
his  business  was: 
— Heldt  not  suf* 
ficient  evidence 
of  identity  to 
let  in  evidence 
of  the  conversa- 
tion. 

It  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the 
Judge, and  not  a 
point  for  the 
consideration 
of  the  jury,  whe- 
ther the  evidence 


CoRPiELD  V.  Parsons. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  by  the  second  in- 
dorsee against  the  maker,  for  16/.  10«.  Plea,  the  general 
issue.  At  the  trial  before  Gurney,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex 
sittings,  in  last  Easier  Term,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  ver- 
dict. The  plaintiff  was  an  attorney,  residing  and  carry- 
ing on  business  in  Burton  Street y  and  had  received  the 
note  from  one  Captain  B.,  who  was  a  prior  indorser; 
the  plaintiff  had  given  this  person  full  consideration  for 
the  note.  The  defence  set  up  was,  that  Captain  B.  had 
applied  to  the  defendant  to  discount  a  bill  for  50/.,  on 
which  there  were  three  names  of  other  persons,  all  of 
whom,  including  Captain  2?.,  were  at  ti)e  time  insolvent ; 
and  that  Captain  B,  had  referred  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  for  information  as  to  his  solvency;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  misrepresented  Captain  B.*s  solvency.  Cap- 
tain B.f  on  being  called  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial, 
swore  that  he  had  never  given  any  such  reference.  The 
defendant,  it  appeared,  discounted  the  50/.  bill  for  Cap- 
tain £.,  by  giving  him  the  promissory  note  on  which  the 

of  identity  is  sufficient  in  such  case. 
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action  was  brought,  and  14/.  more  in  money  and  goods.  tiMh.  ofPUatf 
A  witness  was  called^  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  who  ^ 

swore  that  he  was  directed  by  the  defendant,  before  the  50/.  Corfirld 
bill  was  discounted,  to  inquire  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  Captain  Parsons. 
B.*s  solvency;  that  accordingly  he  went  to  plaintiff's  resi- 
dence, and,  on  the  street  door  being  opened,  a  person  in 
a  dressing-gown,  whom  he  never  saw  before  or  since,  asked 
him  what  his  business  was ;  to  whom  he  mentioned  the  ob* 
ject  of  his  calling  there.  The  witness  was  asked  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  what  this  person  said,  which  was  ob- 
jected to;  and  it  was  ruled  by  the  learned  Judge  that,  with- 
out shewing  that  this  was  the  plaintiff,  the  question  could 
not  be  asked.  The  plaintiff's  clerk  was  called,  who  swore 
that  he  believed  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  in  question  was 
out  of  London,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  brother  often  re- 
sided in  the  house,  and  wore  a  dressing-gown ;  he  swore 
also  that  he  (the  clerk):  was  not  the  person  in  the  passage. 
A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  having  been  obtained,  on  the 
ground  that  evidence  of  what  this  person  at  the  the  plain- 
tiff's residence  said,  ought  to  have  been  received. 

W.  H.  FfTotfOfi. shewed  cause. — Without  shewing  that 
this  person  in  the- dressing-gown  was  the  plaintiff,  o^  some 
person  authorized  by  him  to  make  these  declarations, 
what  this  person  said  can  be  no  evidence  against  the  plain- 
tiff; and  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  person  in 
the  dressing-gown  was  the  plaintiff;  on  the  contrary,  all 
the  evidence  leads  to  the  conclusion  tbiit  he  was  not.  He 
also  contended,  that  the  case  for  the  defendant  had  failed 
on  other  pointa,  and  that  this  question  had  become  imma- 
terial. 

» 
WhiiCi  contrh. — The  evidence  was  strong  to  shew  that 

this  was  the  plaintiff,  and  the  declarations  ought  to  have 

been  admitted  by  the  learned  Judge ;  at  all  events,  the 
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£ici.  iifPiHu,  question  whether  this  was  the  plaintiff  or  not,  ought  to 
-  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  [Lord  Lyndhurtt,  C.  B. — Did 
coBFiELi)  you  ever  know  an  instance  where  a  Judge  stopped  a  cause 
Pabmh*.  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury  as  to  the  identity  of  a  per- 
son, to  make  his  declarations  evidence?]— Perhaps  no 
precise  case  can  be  quoted  to  that  effect,  but  the  ordinary 
rule  is,  that  all  matters  of  fact  are  for  the  jury;  and,  as 
certainly  there  was  primd  facie  evidence,  it  ought  to  have 
gone  to  the  jury.  Moreover,  this  person  was  attending  at 
the  house,  and  acting  as  the  principal.  What  he  did  or 
said  was  evidence.  In  Bulkeley  v.  Butler  (a),  a  person 
represented  himself  as  the  payee  of  a  bill  of  exchange:  he 
had  the  bill  in  his  possession,  and  also  a  letter  of  intn^ 
duction,  and  this  was  held  sufficient  prim4  facie  evidence 
of  his  identity  with  the  payee  of  the  bill.  [Bayley,  B. — 
There  he  had  possession  of  the  bill.]  In  the  present  case, 
a  person  was  found  answering  inquiries  at  the  house,  aod 
it  is  submitted,  that  that  is  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence 
that  it  was  Corfield.  The  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  go  into 
the  evidence,  because  the  very  answer  might  have  shewn 
tliat  it  was  Corf  eld.  It  is  submitted,  that  the  learned  Baron 
ougI}t  to  have  received  the  evidence,  and  left  it  to  the  jury. 
{Bayley,  B. — Whether  the  evidence  was  receivable  or  not 
was  a  question  for  the  Judge,  and  he  is  to  form  hia  opinion 
whether  the  circumstances  are  sufficient  to  identify  the 
party  so  as  to  warrant  the  reception  of  evidence  of  his 
declarations ;  and  the  Court  has  a  right  to  see  whether 
the  evidence  was  reasonably  sufficient  to  prove  the  iden- 
tity,  and  whether  the  Judge  was  right  in  the  o[Hnion 
which  he  formed.  Lord  Lyndhurtt. — It  is  not  a  point 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  but  a  question  for  the 
Judge,  whether  there  is  sufficient  eridence  of  iden- 
tity.]   There  was  a  case  not  very  dissimilar  from  the  pre- 

(a)  2B.&C.434. 
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sent,  thecase  of  Barrett  ▼.  Deere{a\  where  Lord  Tenterden  ^*<'^-  ?(  ^'<^«*» 
ruled  y  that  payment  to  a  person  in  the  plain tiflTs  counting-     ^......^J.^ 

house,  and  appearing  to  be  intrusted  with  the  conduct  of     Corfield 
the  business  there,  was  a  good  payment  to  the  plaintiff,      parsows. 
though  it  turned  out  that  the  person  never  was  employed 
by  him.    [Bollandi  B. — There  the  act8>  not  the  declara- 
tions, of  the  person  acting  for  the  principal  in  the  count*- 
ing-house  were  held  to  bind  him.] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — It  id  attempted,  in  this  case, 
to  make  statements  of  a  person  who  appeared  at  the  plain- 
tiff's house,  to  be  evidence  against  him ;  but,  in  order  to 
make  such  statements  or  declarations  evidence  against  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant,  in  the  first  instance,  was  bound 
to  give  reasonable  evidence  to  satisfy  the  learned  Judge 
that  this  person  was  the  plaintiff.  It  is  said  that  the 
learned  Judge  should  have  lefk  the  question  of  identity  to 
the  jury ;  I  have  never  known  a  case  where  such  a  course 
was  adopted:  I  have  always  understood,  and  I  think  it 
convenient  that  it  should  be  so,  that  the  whole  matter,  as 
to  the  grounds  for  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  rests  ' 
with  the  Judge ;  I  therefore  think  that  this  evidence  was 
properly  rejected. 

Bayley,  B. — Declarations  to  affect  a  party  must  be 
shewn  to  have  been  made  by  him,  or  by  his  authority. 
Here,  no  such  evidence  was  given ;  it  did  not  appear  J9rtfn^ 
facie  thai  this  person,  at  the  plaintiff's  house,  was  the  plain- 
tiff, if  so  it  might  have  been  left  with  the  whole  case  to  the 
jury.  But  1  think  the  admissibiliry  of  this  evidence,  in- 
volving the  question,  whether  or  not  this  person  was  the 
plaintiff,  was  a  question  for  the  Judge.  The  case  of 
Bulkeley  v.  Butler^  is  a  distinct  'authority,  that  whether 
the  evidence  ought  to  be  received  or  not  is  a  question  for 

(fl)  M.  &  iM.  200. 
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the  Judge.  The  case  of  Barrett  v.  Deere  does  not  apply- 
There  the  payment  of  money  to  a  person  in  the  plaintiff's 
counting-house,  ostensibly  transacting  his  business,  was 
held  a  good  payment ;  but  that  case  does  not  shew  that 
the  declarations  of  such  a  person  would  baye  been  evi- 
dence ;  I  therefore  think  this  evidence  was  properly 
rejected. 

BoLLAND  and  Gurnby,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Denton  r.  Richmond. 
coreiuni  on  in   CoVENANT  On  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  February, 
kue  wherebT      iS25,  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Ae- 
nwted  wp\T    *'8"'*""'  of  the  other  part,  by  which  the  plaintiff  demised, 
tbe  rent  of  SOI.     leased,  set,  and  to  farm  let,  unto  the  said  defendant,  his 

lnlf-ye»rly,«nd,  '         '  ,  .       i        .       .         .  -. 

Dver&ndiboTi  cxecutors,  &c.,  a  messuage  and  Certain  lands  in  tbe  said 

leni,  the  rurth«i  indenture  mentioned :  To  hold  ihe  same  to  the  defendant, 

ywriy  rent  of  j,ig  exccutoFs,  &c.,  for  the  term  of  ten  years,  with  liberty 

Dfibe  dcmiKd  for  him,  the  said  defendant,  his  executors,  &c.,  to  plough, 

the  di^fcndBnt  till,  and  crop  all  the  said  land,  in  such   manner  as  he 

loio^diiaw'owr  ^l^**"!'^  think  proper,  for  the  first  seven  years  of  tbe  said 

BudiboTcone-  tcrm  thereby  demised ;  and  liberty  for  bim,  the  said  de- 

third  i«rt  there-  ■'  '  ^  ' 

ot    Breach  M-  fendant,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the  remainder  of  the  said 
"lUge,  when-     term,  to  plough,  till,  and  crop  the  said  lands,  in  such  way 
b]r  defendant 
became  liible 

topi;  TSiLadditioul  rent.  Fl(ai,jlri(,  That,  ifierEhe  commillingorthe  auppned  bieacbei  of  con- 
nant,  Ihe  pluntlff,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  euppoaed  breacbes  of  covenant,  accepted  and  re- 
ceived from  the  defendatil  3£I,,  at  andfir  ell  the  rent  dm,  in  reaped  of  Ihe  prem[iei,  up  to  *nd 
incluiiTe,  &c,  (eoieting  the  time  alleged  in  the  breach),  uiilhoul  dimaadiag  or  requiring  the  fOf- 
nenfijfiucb  peitaUy  or  addilimad  Tent,  and  thereby  then  and  then  waired,  gave  up,  and  ditpenicd 
with  hit  right  to  receiTe  or  cecoirei  any  nDniiie  peen/t,  or  penally,  or  luch  adililional  renL  Seitndlf, 
Tliat,  after  Ihe  coniinitling  ofibe  breaches  ofcotenant,  tlie  pbinliff,  with  a  full  Icnowlcdge,  &c, 
uaictd,  goBt  up,  md  diipetued  uUh  all  claim  er  right  oHhii  part  to  receice,  recmer,  or  be  paidfaf 
atch  ptnatty,  Domine  peine,  oraddiliimalreiit.  On  a  general  demurrer  bolh  pleai  were  held  innif- 
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as  he  might  think  proper;  but  it  was  reserved  that  not  £xeh.  6fPU(u, 
more  than  one-third  of  the  said  land,  or  as  nearly  one-  ^^^^^^^,^1^ 
third  as  the  different  sixes  of  the  closes  would  admit,  should  Denton 
be  in  cropping  in  any  one  year;  and  it  was  provided,  that  Richmond. 
the  said  lands  that  should  be  so  converted  into  tillage, 
should,  the  first  year,  be  cropped  with  green  coleseed, 
and  afterwards  might  have  two  succeeding  crops  of  grain, 
and  then  laid  down  with  two  bushels  of  rye  grass  and 
five  pounds  of  clover  on  each  acre :  yielding  and  paying 
yearly,  and  every  year  during  the  said  term  thereby  de- 
misedj  unto  the  said  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
yearly  rent  of  60/.,  by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  on  the 
6th  of  April  and  the  11th  of  October  in  each  year,  clear 
of  all  deductions  whatsoever,  the  first  payment  thereof 
to  be  made  on  the  6th  day  of  April  then  next;  and  also 
yielding  and  paying,  over  and  above  the  aforesaid  reserved 
rent,  unto  the  said  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
further  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  51.  for  every  acre,  and  so  in 
proportion  for  a  greater  or  lesser  quantity  than  an  acre  of 
any  part  of  the  said  premises,  which  the  said  defendant, 
his  executors,  %c.,  should,  at  anytime  or  times,  during  the 
said  term,  plough,  crop,  break  up,  or  convert  into  or  con- 
tinue in  tillage,  or  manage  otherwise  than  according  to 
the  liberties  and  reservations  contained  in  that  indenture, 
without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
first  had  or  obtained  in  writing  for  that  purpose,  such  in- 
creased rent,  and  payment  (if  any  should  become  due  and 
payable)  to  be  paid  at  the  first  of  the  before-mentioned 
half-yearly  days  of  payment,  which  should  happen  after 
such  ploughing,  cropping,  breaking  up,  converting  into  or 
continuing  in  tillage,  contrary  to  the  liberties  aforesaid, 
and  should  continue  payable  during  such  parts  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  said  term  as  the  same  should  continue  to 
be  so  cropped,  ploughed,  or  converted  into  or  continued 
in  tillage,  contrary  as  aforesaid  ;  and  the  defendant  thereby 
covenanted  to  pay  the  yearly  rent  of  50/.,  and  also  the 

ccc  2 
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^'''*i ^3^^^'  «aid  increased  rent  (if  any  should  become  due  and  payable) 

> ^ — /     at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid.    (The  declara- 

Denton       lion  then  set  forth  other  covenants,  for  repairing  the  de- 
RicujioNo.     mised  premises,  &c.,  upon  which  no  question  arose,  and 
then  proceeded  as  follows) :   By  virtue  of  which  demise, 
the  defendant  afterwards,  &c.,  entered  into  and  upon  all 
and  singular  the  said  demised  premises,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  became  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  said 
term,  so  to  him  thereof  granted  as  aforesaid;  and  although 
the  plaintiff  hath  always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  said  indenture  hitherto,  well  and  truly  performed  all 
things  in  the  said  indenture  contained  on  his  part  and  be- 
half to  be  performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept,  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  at 
&c.,  yet,  protesting,  &c.,  the  said  plaintiff  saith,  that,  after 
the  making  of  the  indenture,  and  during  the  term  thereby 
granted,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  seven  years, 
to  wit,  after  the  11th  October ^  1831,  and  whilst  the  said 
defendant  was  so  possessed  of  the  demised  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances,  the  defendant,  without  the  consent  in 
writing  of  the  plaintiff  first  had  and  obtained,  in  one  and 
the  same  year,  viz.  in  the  year  between  the  20th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1831,  and  the  SOth  of  October,  1832,  and  before  the 
6th  o{  Aprils  1832,  to  wit,  on&c,  did  plough,  crop,  and 
break  up,  above,  beyond,  and  considerably  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  said  land,  by  the  said  indenture  demised,  and 
above,   beyond,  and  considerably    more  than  one-third 
thereof,  calculated  as  nearly  as  the  different  sizes  of  the 
closes  would  admit  of,  to  wit,  thirty  acres  above,  beyond, 
and  more  than  one-third  of  the  said  land  so  demised  as 
aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  liberties  and  reservations  in  the 
said  indenture  contained ;  by  means  whereof  the  defen- 
dant, according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  indenture, 
became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  6th  of  April, 
1832,  being  the  first  of  the  half-yearly  days  of  payment 
which  happened  after  the  ploughing,  cropping,  and  break- 
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ing  up  of  the  lands  aforesaid,  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  EjccH,  of  rieaa, 
to  wit,  75/.,  being  one  half-yearly  payment  of  additional  '  ^ 

rent,  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  acres,  to  wit,  the  said       Denton 
thirty  acres  above,  beyond,  and  more  than  one-third  of  the     Richmond. 
said  land  demised,  so  ploughed,  cropped,  and  broken  up 
as  aforesaid,  calculated  at  and  after  the  rate  of  51.  per 
annum  for  every  such  acre,  to  wit,  at  &c.   Breach — in  non- 
payment of  the  75/.  additional  rent. 

There  was  another  breach  for  keeping  and  continuing 
cropped  and  in  tillage  thirty  acres  above  one-third  of  the 
land,  calculated  as  nearly  as  the  different  sizes  of  the  closes 
would  admit,  after  the  6th  of  April  until  and  after  the  11  th 
of  October,  1832. 

There  then  followed  various  breaches  for  not  re- 
pairing. 

Pleas. — First,  as  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  relates 
to  the  supposed  breaches  of  covenant,  firstly  and  secondly 
assigned,  that,  after  the  committing  of  the  supposed 
breaches  of  covenant,  and  of  all  matters  and  things  in  the 
declaration,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  supposed  breaches, 
and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill,  to  wit,  on  the  Snd  of 
November,  1832,  the  plaintiff,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the 
supposed  breaches  of  covenant,  and  of  all  matters  in  the 
declaration,  so  far  as  related  to  those  breaches  respectively 
mentioned  and  alleged,  accepted  and  received  of  and  from 
the  said  defendant  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  25L,  as 
and  for  all  the  rent  due  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  pre- 
mises, up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  11th  of  October,  183^, 
without  demanding  or  requiring  the  payment  of  such  pe^ 
nalty  or  additional  rent  as  in  the  first  and  second  breaches 
mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  thereby  then  and  there 
waived,  gave  up,  and  dispensed  with  his  right  to  receive 
or  recover  any  nomine  poena  or  penalty,  or  such  addi- 
tional rent  as  in  those  breaches  mentioned,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

Secondly,  That,  afier  the  committing  of  the  supposed 
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Exch,  of  PUas,  breaches  of  covenant^  &c.j  and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the 

^  '  ^     bill,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  plaintiff,  with  a  full  knowledge  that 

Dbnton       the  defendant  had  committed  the  supposed  breaches  of 

Richmond.     coTenant,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  waivedg  gave  up^  and  dispensed 

with  all  claim  or  rights  on  his  pari^  to  receive^  recover,  or 

be  paid  any  suchpenalty,  nomine  poena,  or  additional  rent, 

as  in  those  breaches  respectively  mentioned,  or  any  part 

thereof.     General  demurrer  to  both  pleas,  and  joinder  in 

demurrer. 

Channell,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — There  is  no 
substantial  difference  between  the  two  pleas;  but,  as  the 
first  goes  somewhat  farther  than  the  second,  if  the  former 
cannot  be  supported,  the  latter  clearly  cannot.     The  first 
plea  is  bad.  It  is  not  good  as  a  plea  of  payment.  Nor  is  it 
good  as  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  since  it  does  not 
answer  the  whole  declaration,  and  it  is  not  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  accepted  the  25/.  by  way  of  satisfaction.  In  Thomas 
V.  Heathorn  (a),  where  the  damages  in  the  declaration  were 
laid  at  a  sum  larger  than  that  to  which  the  plea  applied, 
for  which  amount  a  bill  had  been  drawn,  and  which  the  de- 
fendant accepted  on  account  of  the  promises  in  the  declara- 
tion, the  plea  was  held  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  was  pleaded  to 
the  whole  demand;  and  it  was  held,  that,  as  it  was  pleaded 
by  way  of  satisfaction,  it  ought  to  have  answered  the  whole 
declaration.  The  plea  must  be  good,  if  at  all,  on  the  ground 
that  the  additional  rent  is  so  far  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty 
that  it  is  waived  by  the  reception  of  single  rent.     The 
question  therefore  is,  whether  this  is  a  penalty,  or  whether 
it  is  not  to  be  considered  as  liquidated  damages  ?     Now 
it  clearly  is  not  a  penalty,  at  least  in  the  sense  the  defen- 
dant must  contend  for.    In  a  court  of  law,  the  full  amount 
is  recoverable  as  an  agreed  sum,  or  as  stipulated  damages, 
and  in  a  court  of  equity  relief  will  not  be  afforded  against 
the  payment.     In  a  court  of  law  the  full  amount  may  be 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  477. 
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track  by  a  court  of  law,  Farrant  v.  Olmius  (a\  is  deci-  ^ch.  of  Pkas. 

m  1833 

sive.     There  Lord  Tenterden  had  directed  the  jury  to     ^     ^  '   ^ 
find  a  verdict  for  the  increased  rent,  but  they  gave,  by       Denton 
their  verdict,  a  compensation  for  what  they  considered  to     Richmond. 
be  the  actual  damage  sustained.    The  Court  granted  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground,  that,  in  point  of  law,  they  ought  to 
have  given  the  increased  rent.  The  75/.  in  the  present  case, 
therefore,  must  be  considered  either  as  additional  rent  or 
stipulated  damages,  and  in  either  view  it  could  not  be 
waived  by  the  acceptance  of  the  ordinary  rent. 

F,  KeUy,  contrh. — It  was  originally  thought  that  these 
contracts  were  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  and  not  con- 
tracts for  a  specific  rent,  although  it  is  now  held  that 
the  landlord  in  such  case  is  entitled  to  the  whole  as  liqui- 
dated damages.  But  the  question  here  does  not  depend 
upon  that  principle.  This  is  to  be  looked  upon  as  an 
amount  of  rent,  which  the  landlord  may  forego,  and  waive 
his  right  to  by  his  own  act.  Then  has  he  in  fact  waived  his 
right  to  this  additional  rent?  That  depends  on  the  lan- 
guage of  the  pleas:  the  words  in  the  first  plea  are  '*  ac- 
cepted and  received  of  and  from  the  said  defendant  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  25/.,  as  and  for  all  the  rent 
due  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  without  requiring 
payment  of  such  additional  rent.*'  As  the  present  is  an 
action  of  covenant  to  recover  damages,  the  verdict  can 
only  be  for  damages,  and  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  debt 
for  a  specific  sum.  If  the  plea  had  alleged  that  the  2&L 
was  received  in  satisfaction,  issue  might  have  been  taken 
on  that  allegation,  and  the  jury  would  have  been  justified 
in  finding  that  it  was.  In  substance  this  amounts  to  a  plea, 
of  satisfaction ;  and  as  the  defect  is  only  in  form,  there 
should  have  been  a  special  demurrer.  [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst. — As  I  read  this  plea,  there  is  no  satisfaction,  even 
by  construction,  as  to  this  additional  rent — the  words  are : 

(a)  3  fi.  &  A.  692. 
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Exdk.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 

JUDSON  P.  EtHEBIDGB. 

■LIETINUE  for  a  gelding.    Plea — actio  non,  because  he  To  a  count  Sn 

says  that  the  said  gelding,  in  the  said  declaration  men-  taining  a  hone, 

tioned,  was  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid  delivered  by  nfeidedlhat* 

the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  to  be  stabled  and  taken  care  the  plaintiff  had 

dehvered  the 

of,  and  fed  and  kept  by  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff  for  hone  to  him  to 
remuneration  and  reward,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  taken  care  of, 
defendant  in  that  behalf.     And  the  defendant  m  fact  fur-  Jy^^m  for  Ui?' 
ther  saith,  that  afterwards,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  plaintiff,  for 

reward;  and 

the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  day  that  lo/.  be- 
of  Marchf  1833,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  be-  htm^fr^m^h? 
came  and  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  a  lari;e  sum  of  pontiff  m  a 

^  reasonable  re- 

money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  10/.,  being  a  reasonable  and  fair  ward,  and  so 
remuneration  and  reward  in  that  behalf,  for  and  in  respect  t^ner  for  that ' 
of  the  defendant  havini?  before  then  stabled  and  taken  •««!--^«w,on 

^  general  demur- 

care  of,  and  fed  and  kept,  the  said  gelding  for  the  plaintiff,  rer,  that  the  plea 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  delivery  and  bailment,  tiiat  a  per- 
And  the  said  defendant  in  fact  further  saith,  that  the  said  hone'wM^M  * 
sum  of  10/.  is  still  due  and  owing  to  the  defendant.    And  Jj"^«d  had  no 
for  which  reason  he  the  defendant  hath,  from  the  time  of 
the  delivery  of  the  said  gelding,  hitherto  detained  and 
still  detains  the  same,  as  he  lawfully  may,  for  the  cause  ^^ 
aforesaid.     General  demurrer  and  joinder.  ^ " 

Manselt  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  states 
merely  a  bailment  of  the  gelding  to  be  stabled  and  taken 
care  of,  and  fed  and  kept.  The  defendant  does  not  clothe 
himself  with  the  character  of  an  innkeeper,  or  even  with 
that  of  a  livery-stable  keeper,  nor  does  he  shew  any  express 
contract  for  a  lien.  A  livery-stable  keeper  has  no  lien,  ex- 
cept by  special  contract.  Wallace  v.  Woodgaie  (a),  in 
which  case  Best^  Chief  Justice,  laid  down  expressly  that 

(fl)  Ryan  &  Moody,  193;  I  Car.  &  P.  676. 
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Erth.  tf  Pitat,  a  livery-stable  keeper  had  not,  by  law,  a  lien  for  the  keep 
'     of  horaea,  unleaa  by  special  agreement  with  the  owner  of 
JuDBOH        them.     In  Yorke  v.  Grenaugk  (a),  which  is  the  principal 
ETHBkiDoe.    caaeon  the  aubject,/foA,C.  J.,  clearly  considered  a  lirery- 
Elable-keeper  as  having  no  lien ;  for  he  saya,  "  Now  that  it 
rather  the  business  of  a  man  that  keeps  tivery-atablea  than 
of  an  innkeeper."    Itcannotbepretended,that,  in  this  case, 
the  defendant  was  compellable  to  receive  the  horse,  and  that 
ia  the  ground  of  the  right  to  lien.     Innkeepers,  hostlera, 
and  persons  taking  upon  themaelvea  such  public  engage- 
menta,  were  compellable  to  receive  guests  and  their  hortea. 
Watbrokes.   Griffitha{b),    Gully  y.  Clarke  {c),  and  Ba- 
con's Ab,  tit  "  Inns  and  Innkeepera,  (C)  3. 

r       He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Erie,  contrh. — The  plea  is  good  in  point  of  law.  The 
defendant  does  not  rely  on  any  lien  nrising  out  of  his  be- 
ing compellable  to  receive  the  horse;  but  on  the  general 
principle,  tliat  every  peraon  who  has  spent  money  or  em- 
ployed his  labour  on  a  chattel  fur  remuneration  by  the 
owner,  has  a  lien  on  the  chattel  for  such  remuneration. 
This  principle  was  acted  on  in  Ex  parte  Deeue  (d),  which 
wns  the  case  of  a  packer;  and  in  Franklin  v.  Hosier  (e), 
which  was  the  case  of  a  shipwright;  and  in  Chate  v.  Wett- 
more  (/),  which  was  the  case  of  a  miller ;  and  in  which  ibc 
subject  was  cunsidered  witli  great  attention.  [Lord  Lgnd- 
kvrat,  C.  B. — In  the  case  of  cattle  taken  in  to  agist,  there 
is  no  lien.]  That  was  so  decided  in  Cltapman  v.  AUen  (g), 
which  case  was  commented  upon  by  Lord  EUenborough  m 
Chate  V.  Westmore,  The  modem  doctrine  of  lien  is  much 
more  extensive  than  it  appears  to  have  been  considered  in  the 
time  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt;  and  it  is  now  settled,  that 


(a)  Lord  RaymoDd,  868. 
(*J  Moore,  87?. 
(0  Id.8?8. 
{d)  1  Atk.  228. 


(0  4fi.&A.34l. 
(/)  BM.StS.  180. 
(y)  Cro.  Car.271. 
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every  artificer  or  workman  who  bestows  labour  upon  a  parti-  Sxeh.  rfPieat, 
Cttlar  chattel  for  reward ,  has  a  particular  lien  on  such  chat-  \.^^^,.^^^L^ 
tel.  The  old  doctrine  of  the  lien  arising  from  the  artificer  Jumon 
being  compellable  Co  receive  the  article^  clearly  would  not  Etheridoe. 
have  applied  to  many  of  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  the  bailees  have  a  lien.  In  Chase  v.  Westmore, 
it  was  held  that  a  miller  had  such  a  lien,  although  there 
had  been  an  express  contract  for  the  price,  which,  accord- 
ing to  some  old  authorities  there  cited,  would  have  ex- 
cluded the  lien.  In  Bevan  v.  Waters  (a),  it  was  decided 
that  the  trainer  of  a  race  horse  had  a  lien,  as  he  was  a 
bailee  who  bestowed  his  labour  upon  the  chattel  bailed 
to  him.  Tlie  same  point  was  decided  \n  Jacobs  Y.Latour{b), 
where  Besi^  C.  J.,  had  decided  at  Nisi  Prius  that  a  trainer 
had  a  lien  in  a  race  horse  delivered  to  him  to  train. 
[Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B — .That  case  is  a  decided  authority 
against  you.  The  learned  Judge,  who  decided  that  the 
trainer  had  the  lien,  expressly  draws  the  distinction  be- 
tween a  trainer  and  a  livery-stable  keeper.  Lord  C.  J. 
HolifRnd  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  Yorie  v.  Grenaugh,  were 
clearly  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  it  was  not  merely  the  dic- 
tum of  the  Chief  Justice,  but  it  involved  the  whole  general 
question  in  dispute;  for  why  should  they  have  entertained  the 
question,  as  to  whether  the  person  who  left  the  horse  was  a 
guest  or  no,  if  they  had  not  been  of  opinion,  that,  as  a  livery- 
stable  keeper  only,  he  had  no  such  right  as  that  contended 
for  ?]  The  real  principle  upon  which  it  has  been  thrown  out, 
in  several  cases,  that  a  livery-stable  keeper  has  no  lien,  is  on 
account  of  the  nature  of  the  contract,  by  which  the  bailee 
is  to  redeliver  the  horse  from  time  to  time  as  he  may  be 
wanted;  and  that  was  the  view  taken  by  the  counsel  in  ar- 
gument in  Jacobs  v.  Latour.  Where  it  appears  that  there 
is  such  a  contract  as  that  the  bailee  is  to  ^redeliver  to  the 
bailor,  from  time  to  time,  as  he  may  have  occasion  to  use 
the  article,  it  may  be  difficult  to  maintain  the  right  of  lien, 

(fl)  M.  &  M.  236.  {b)  2  M.  &  P.  201 ;  S.  C.  5  Bing.  130. 
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due  on  balance  of  account  between  the  parties.  For  the 
defence  it  was  shewn,  that  the  defendants,  who  were  wine 
brokers,  stopped  payment  in  June^  1831;  shortly  after 
which  time  a  meeting  of  their  creditors  took  place,  at 


fixrA.  of  PieaSt 

1833.  Reay  and  Another  v.  White  and  Another. 

Action  against  X  HIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendants  as  acceptors 

M*a^pto«?fa  ^^  »  b*"  of  exchange  for  1039/.,  dated  30th  November, 

^Ixom^^r  *^^'  drawn  on  them  by  the  plaintiffs,  payable  at  three 

appeared  that  months'  date  to  the  plaintiffs'  order.    The  declaration  also 

owed  the  plain-  Contained  counts  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  usual 

S2i  *  *Tharthe  "™<*"^'y  counts,  and  an  account  stated.     At  the  trial  before 

^^d^^'d"?  ^*'  ^^"*  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  Hilary 

creditors,  Term,  1833,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  re- 

wereSiepiai*n^  rccover  from  the  defendants  a  sum  of  321/.,  alleged  to  be 

tiflff,  agreed  to 
take  a  compo- 
sition of  5s.  in 
the  pound  on 
their  debts,  by 
notes  at  four 
and  eight 

monUis.  There   which  it  was  agreed,  that  the  creditors  would  accept  a 

was  a  dispute  as  ,  ,  **  * 

to  the  balance  composition  of  5^.  in    the  pound  on  their  debts;  and 

tift,^d^hey""  *"   agreement,   dated   11th  t/ii/y,   1831,  was  prepared, 

fulTthei  ac'^'  which  was  signed  by  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  the  creditors 

count  with  one  agreed  to  accept  59.  in  the  pound  in  discharge  of  their 

dants,  and  said  debts,  by  notcs  at  four  and  eight  months.     A  clerk  of  the 

as\broIber**°  defendants  was  employed  to  prepare  a  statement  of  their 

creditors  did.  accounts  with  the  different  creditors.     He  drew  out  an  ac- 

The  defendants 

insisted  for  some  count  between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants^  and  took  it  to 
^^1d.\s9B  the  ^^  plaintifTs,  making  a  balance  of  250/.  9s.  Id.  due  to  the 
fhe^defendwu?'  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  agree  to  the  amount, 
attorney  after-  but  said  they  would  arrange  it  with  the  defendant  White, 
thepiaintiffs'at-  At  subsequent  interviews  which  the  defendants'  clerk  had 
SrtLuhe  de.  ^''•*  ^^^  plaintiffs  in  July  and  August,  1831,  in  order  to 
fendanu  were     an  adjustment  of  the  account,  the  plaintiffs  said  they  bad 

ready  to  pay  w  » 

the  composition  agreed  to  do  as  the  other  creditors  did,  and  would  do  so. 
sum  really  d^ue,  '^  further  appeared  that  the  composition  had  been  paid  to 
but  the  plain-     ^j,  J  received  by  all  the  creditors  of  the  defendants,  except 

tiffii'attomey  re-  ^  * 

fused,  and  said  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  a  release  to  the  defendants  was 
the  whole.    No  subsequently   prepared,  whereby  the  creditors  released 

actual  tender 

was  made  of  the  notes  or  of  cash  for  the  amount  of  the  composirion: — Held,  that  a  tender 
was  not  necessary  under  the  circumstances,  and  that  the  pUintifis  could  only  recover  the  amount 
of  the  composition  on  the  balance. 


TRINITY  TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  747 

naught  it  was  held,  not  merely  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt,  Bxeh.^pieat, 
but  by  the  whole  Court  in  their  decision,  that  a  livery-     v,.^,^.J.^ 
stable  keeper  had  no  lien.     As  to  the  case  of  Jacobs  v.        Judson 
Laiour,  that,  so  far  from  establishing  the  right  of  lien,     Etheridge. 
comfirms  the  former  decisions ;  for  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Best  expressly  draws  the  distinction  between  a  trainer, 
who   bestows    his  skill    and  labour,  and   a  livery-stable 
keeper — between  horses  taken  in  by  a  trainer  and  altered 
in  their  value  by  the  application  of  his  skill  and  labour, 
and  horses  standing  at  livery  without  such   alteration. 
When  the  case  came  on  before  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas f   that  distinction  seems  to  have  been  supported. 
It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  tiiat  the  present  case  is  de- 
cided by  the  concurrence  of  all  the  authorities. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  clear,  from 
the  authorities  on  this  subject,  that  the  present  defendant 
had  no  right  to  detain  the  horse  in  question,  and  con- 
sequently that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiffl 

BoLLAND,  B. — In  deciding  against  the  right  of  lien  in 
this  case  we  break  in  upon  no  former  decisions.  Ad- 
mitting that  a  trainer  has  a  lien,  it  must  be  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  done  something  for  the  benefit  and  improve- 
ment of  the  animal.  The  doctrine  might,  perhaps,  be  ex- 
tended further  so  as  to  embrace  the  case  of  a  breaker,  into 
whose  hands  a  young  horse  is  placed  to  be  broken  in. 
The  breaker  makes  it  a  different  animal.  The  chattel  is 
improved  by  the  application  of  his  labour  and  skill.  In 
the  present  case  it  does  not  appear  that  any  thing  was  to 
be  done  to  the  animal  to  improve  it  or  render  it  a  different 
animal  by  the  application  of  the  skill  and  labour  of  the 
bailee. 

GuRNEY,  B.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bxeh,  ofPkoi,  The  rule  is.  that  the  person  to  be  discharged  is  bound  to 
^  do  the  act  which  is  to  discharge  him :  it  was  the  duty  of 
Reat  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  notes 
Whiti.  for  the  composition,  according  to  the  agreement  with  the 
creditors;  and,  as  they  did  not  do  so,  the  plaintiffs  are  en- 
titled to  sue  for  their  original  debt.  Cranley  v.  Hilary  (a) 
is  in  point.  In  Shipton  v.  Casson  (6),  the  bills  for  the 
composition  were  remitted  after  the  period  limited  for 
payment  of  it  had  expired ;  but  that  case  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present,  inasmuch  as  there  the  plaintiffs  accept- 
ed and  kept  the  remittance,  which  was  held  to  be  a  wai- 
ver of  the  default,  but  here  there  never  was  a  payment, 
nor  a  tender  of  payment.  [Lord  Lyndhursty  C.  B. — There 
was  a  controversy  about  the  balance ;  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
agree  to  the  amount  as  made  out  by  the  defendants,  but  said 
they  would  arrange  it  with  one  of  the  defendants.]  It  is 
no  answer  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  say,  that  the 
amount  of  the  balance  was  not  agreed  upon ;  the  debtor 
must  take  notice  at  his  peril  of  what  he  owes.  The 
plaintiffs  claimed  SSI/.,  and  the  verdict  establishes  that 
that  was  the  true  balance  due  to  them.  Upon  that  ba- 
lance, therefore,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  pay,  or  at 
least  to  tender  the  notes  within  the  time  stipulated  by  the 
agreement;  here  they  do  neither  one  nor  the  other;  nor, 
even  after  the  time  stipulated,  do  they  do  any  thing 
which  amounts  to  a  tender.  All  that  passes  is,  that  the 
defendants'  attorney  said  that  the  defendants  were  ready 
to  pay  the  composition  on  the  321/.^  but  that  does  not 
amount  to  a  tender.  Thomas  v.  Evans  (c).  [Lord  Lynd' 
hurst,  C.  B. — Did  he  not  say,  the  defendants  were  ready 
to  pay  as  soon  as  the  balance  was  agreed  ?  The  objection 
to  pay  all  along  was,  that  the  account  was  not  adjusted; 
it  was  as  much  the  plaintiffs'  duty  as  the  defendants*,  to 
adjust   the   account.     At  last   the   defendants'  attorney 

(a)  2  M.  Sr  S.  120.        (6)  5  B.  &  C.  378.        (c)  10  Eaftt,  101. 
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agreed  to  pay  on  the  footing  of  the  plaintiffs'  account.]  ^'c'*-  of  Pleas, 
There  never  was  any  intention  to  make  a  tender  of  the 
composition  for  the  balance  on  the  footing  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' account. 

Andrews,  Serjt.,  and  Hoggins^  contrh,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — It  was  proved^  that  the  plain- 
tiffs agreed,  when  the  account  should  be  adjusted,  to 
take  the  same  rate  of  composition  as  the  other  creditors 
had  agreed  to  take.  The  account  was  rendered,  and  was 
in  controversy.  Many  applications  were  miade  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  their  agent  to  settle  it,  but  they  never  did 
so.  Before  the  action  was  brought,  the  defendanliiB  of- 
fered to  pay  a  composition  on  3^1/.,  but  this  was  refused. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
defendants  should  have  produced  ajid  tendered  the  bills, 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  ought  to 
be  reduced. 

Bayley,  B.^I  also  think  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be 
reduced.  The  question  is  not  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  defendants,  but  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  * 
creditors.  The  object  of  the  arrangement  was  to  make 
the  defendants  new  men,  and  the  other  creditors  have  an 
interest  to  see  the  agreement  carried  into  effect.  There 
is  a  distinct  undertaking  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  they  will 
do  as  the  other  creditors  have  done ;  whereas,  they  claim 
the  whole  of  the  S2\l.,  when  they  are  only  entitled  to  a 
dividend  upon  it.  I  admit  that  there  was  no  strict  tender; 
but  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  conduct,  dispensed 
with  a  tender,  and  thus  the  case  is  as  if  a  sufficient  tender 
had  been  made. 

Vaughan,  B. — The  defendants  have  done  all  that  the 

D  D  D  ^ 
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B,c*.  ,fPU«,  circumstances  imposed  upon  them.  The  account  was  to 
'^-  be  adjusted ;  the  defendants  were  ready  to  adjust  it,  and 
the  case  of  Jonet  v.  Bariley  (a),  shews  that  where  one 
party  is  ready  to  do  what  is  to  be  done  by  him,  and  the 
other  party  dispenses  with  his  doing  so,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  a  strict  tender  should  be  proved. 

BoLLAKD,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute,  to  reduce  the  verdict  to 
80/.  9<.  4</. 

(a)  2  Dongl.  684. 


MuLiETT  and  Another  e.  Hunt. 
An^donwiuu.  ^ASE  for  not  attending  as  a  witness  in  pursuance  of  a 

^Himinst  a  witness  gubpcena. 

S^cT'X"  The  decoration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs,  before  the 
^'^A:^  committing  of  the  grievance  thereinafter  mentioned,  to 
not  'iJin'rfted'  ^**' '"  Ea*<«-  Term,  in  the  second  year  of  the  reign,  &c., 
bat  withdrew  hte  in  the  Court  of  our  lord  the  King,  before  the  King  him- 
^^of  t?eT  self,  at  Westminster,  commenced  and  prosecuted  a  certain 
jenceof  thewit-  ^^jj^,,         j^gj  ^^^  j^^„  Hewttt,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on 

In  a  deciara-  the  case  upon  promises^  and  such  proceedings  were  theTe- 
not"  attciJiSSgM  upon  had  in  the  said  court,  &c.,  that  a  certain  issue  before 

a  witness  in  pur- 
suance of  a  #tt6-  .  .  K  f  't  IMS 
poena,  there  was  no  disdnct  allegation  of  a  good  cause  of  action  in  the  original  suit;  but  "  ™ 
stated  that  the  defendant  could  have  given  material  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  witnoui  nis 
evidence  the  plaintiff  could  not  safely  proceed  to  trial,  and  tliat  by  reason  of  his  "^^'^J*^™*^ 
and  because  the  pUintiff  could  not  safely  proceed  to  trial  without  his  testimony,  he  was  forced  ano 
obUged  to,  and  did  withdraw  the  Nisi  Priua  record  i—Held  suffldent  after  verdict. 

The  same  declaraUon  alleged,  that  the  suhpcena  was  made  known  and  shewn  to  the  defendant. 
The  evidence  was,  that  the  subpoena  was  made  known,  and  conduct  money  was  taken  by  the  ^'?**^» 
but  the  original  subpoena  was  not  shewn  i—Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  purpose*  ©J  «>ch 
action  that  the  original  subpoena  should  be  shewn,  (unless,  perhaps,  where  the  party  demanded  to 
see  it),  and  that  the  part  of  the  allegation  as  to  shewing  the  subpoena  might  be  rejected. 

A  witness  who  was  subpoenaed  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  and  could 
have  given  evidence  as  to  the  use  and  occupation,  and  could  also  have  rebutted  a  set-off  which 
was  expected  to  be  insisted  on  as  a  defence,  did  not  appear  in  pursuance  of  his  subpoena.  There 
was  another  witness  as  to  the  use  and  occupation.  When  the  cause  was  called  on,  the  counsel  on 
both  sides  were  absent.  The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  could  have  handed  over  the 
.1!!  ?  r  u  °^?^'  counsel  who  were  in  atiendance,  and  that  he  withdrew  the  record  solely  on 
acamnt  of  the  absence  of  the  witness  who  did  not  appear  :-.//eW,  that  the  witness  was  lUblein  an 
acuon  for  not  appearing  in  pursuance  to  hU  subp^ 
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then  joined  in  the  said  action  between  tiie  said  parties,  Exeh.ofPUas, 
was  about  to  come  on  for  trial  at  the  sitting  otNisi  Prius, 
holden  at  Westminster  Hall,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
on  the  7th  November,  a.  d.  1832,  before  the  Right  Hon- 
ourable Sir  Thomas  Denman,  Knight,  Chief  Justice,  and 
by  a  jury  of  the  country  then  and  there  chosen  for  that 
purpose,  to  wit,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.  That,  before 
the  trial  of  the  said  issue,  and  also  before  the  committing 
of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
the  13th  November,  1833,  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  prose- 
cuted out  of  the  said  Court,  &c.,  his  Majesty's  writ 
of  subpcena,  directed  to  Pierre  Victor  Saint  Marc,  the 
said  defendant,  aiid  John  Mullett,  by  which  said  writ  our 
said  lord  the  King  commanded  them  and  every  of  them, 
that  all  other  things  set  aside,  and  ceasing  every  excuse, 
they  and  every  of  them  should  be  and  appear  in  their 
proper  persons,  before  his  Majesty's  right  trusty  and 
well-beloved  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Denman,  Knt.,  his  Ma- 
jesty's Chief  Justice,  &c.,  &c.,  at  Westminster  Hall,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  on  Tuesday,  the  27th  November,  then 
instant,  by  nine  of  the  clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  same 
day,  and  so  from  day  to  day,  until  the  said  cause  should 
be  tried,  to  testify  the  truth,  according  to  their  knowledge, 
in  a  certain  action  then  in  the  said  Court  of  our  said  lord 
the  King,  before  the  King  himself,  pending  between  the  said 
plaintiffs  and  the  said  John  Hewitt,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, &c.,  &c. ;  which  said  writ  the  said  plaintiffs  afterwards, 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievance  thereinafter 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  November,  in  the  year  afore- 
said, caused  to  be  made  known  to  and  shewn  to  the  said 
defendant,  and  then  and  there  caused  a  copy  to  be  left 
with  the  said  defendant,  of  so  much  of  the  said  writ 
of  subpoena  as  related  to  the  said  defendant,  and  then 
and  there  paid  to  the  said  defendant  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  one  guinea,  being  a  reasonable 
sum  of  money  for  his  costs  and  charges  in  and  about  his 
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Exch.  of  Pitasf   attendance  as  a  witness,  accordinjr  to  the  tenor  of  the  said 
1833. 
^  '  ^     writ  of  subpoena ;  and  that  although  the  said  cause  was,  at 

MuLLETT  the  said  sitting,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  day  of  De* 
Hunt.  cember,  a.  d.  1833  aforesaid,  called  on  to  be  tried  before 
the  said  Chief  Justice  at  Westminster  Hall  aforesaid, 
and  although  the  said  defendant  was  duly  required  to  be 
and  appear  as  a  witness  at  Westminster  Hall  aforesaid^ 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid^  at  the  sitting  of  the 
Court,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  writ 
of  subpoena,  and  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  although 
the  said  defendant  could  have  given  material  evidence  for 
the  said  plaintiffs  on  the  trial  of  the  said  issue,  and  with- 
out whose  evidence  the  said  plaintiffs  couid  not  safely 
proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  said  cause ;  yet,  the  said  defen- 
dant, well  knowing  the  premises,  but  not  regarding,  &c., 
and  contriving,  &c.,  did  not  nor  would  appear  as  a  witness 
at  Westminster  Hall  aforesaid,  on  the  day  and  at  the 
time  he  was  so  required  to  attend  as  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  exigency  of  the  said  writ  of  subpoena,  although  he, 
the  said  defendant,  was  then  and  there  solemnly  called 
upon  for  that  purpose,  and  had  no  lawful  or  reasonable 
excuse  or  impediment  to  the  contrary,  but  then  and  there 
wholly  refused,  neglected,  and  declined  so  to  do,  to  wit, 
at  Westminster  Hall  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  thereof, 
and  because  the  said  plainCiffs  could  not  safely  proceed  to 
the  trial  of  the  said  cause  without  the  testimony  of  the 
said  defendant,  they,  the  said  plaintiffs,  were  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  8th  day  of  December^  in  the  year  afore« 
said,  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  did  withdraw  the  Nisi 
Prius  record  of  the  said  issue,  by  means  of  which  said  se- 
veral premises  the  said  plaintiffs  were  forced  and  obliged 
to  pay,  &c.,  divers  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  their 
monies,  amounting,  &c.,  and  were  also  greatly  hindered 
and  delayed  in  trying  the  said  cause«  and  in  the  recovery 
of  their  damages  in  the  plea  aforesaid,  &c.,  &c. — Plea, 
General  issue. 


9. 

Hunt. 
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At  the  trials  before  Gumey^  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit-  ExcK  of  PUas, 
tings  after  last  term,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  with  leave     ^    ^^^'  ^ 
to  the  defendant  to  move  on  the  several  points  hereinafter      mullktt 
mentioned.    The  facts  of  the  case  appear  sufficiently  from 
the  report  of  the  discussion  upon  the  motion  for  the  rule 
nui. 

Channell  now  moved  accordingly, — The  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  judgment  arrested  on  two  grounds: 
Jirstj  because  the  record  stated  that  the  plaintiff  with- 
drew his  record^  whereas,  in  Bland  v.  Swaffbrd  (a),  it  was 
decided  that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover  against  a  wit- 
ness for  not  appearing,  must  have  the  jury  sworn,  and  be 
nonsuited  on  account  of  the  non-appearance  of  the  witness. 
Lord  Kenyan  said,  in  that  case,  that  the  Court  had  not 
jurisdiction  until  such  time  as  the  jury  were  sworn.  That 
case  was  questioned  in  Barrow  v.  Humphreys  (b) ;  but  it 
was  not  there  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  as  it  was  a 
motion  for  an  attachment,  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
thought  that  a  contempt  had  been  committed  by  the  non- 
appearance. Bland  v.  Swafford  was  untouched  therefore 
by  that  decision,  and  has  never  been  over-ruled.  Secondly ^ 
the  declaration  is  bad  for  not  averring  the  existence  of  a  good 
cause  of  action  in  the  original  action.  [Bayley,  B. — In 
an  action  for  an  escape,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  a  good 
cause  of  action  in  the  original  suit.]  In  the  precedent  in 
Chiiiy  (c),  it  is  averred  that  the  evidence  would  have  en- 
abled the  plaintiff  to  have  obtained  a  verdict ;  and  in  Mas- 
terman  v.  Judson  (cf),  there  were  words  of  similar  import, 
which  the  Court  held,  after  verdict,  to  be  equivalent  to  an 
allegation  of  a  good  cause  of  action.  In  the  present  de* 
claration  there  are  no  words  which  can  be  construed  as 
amounting  to  such  an  allegation. 

(fl)  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  60.  {d)  8  Bing.  224;  S.  C.  6  M.  & 

(6)  3B.&A.  698.  P.  370,  n.  (a). 

(c)  3  Ch.  Plead.  428. 
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^^\^'*'"*      On  three  points  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  or 

new  triaL  Firsts  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
service  of  the  subpcena,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration.  The 
declaration  alleged,  that  the  plaintiff  caused  the  writ  of 
subpcena  to  be  made  known  and  shewn  to  the  said  defen- 
dant, and  then  and  there  caused  a  copy  to  be  left  with  the 
sud  defendant  of  so  much  of  the  said  writ  of  subpcena  as 
related  to  the  defendant.  It  was  distinctly  in  evidence  that 
the  original  writ  of  subpoena  was  not  shewn  to  the  defen- 
dant. The  shewing  of  the  writ  is  absolutely  necessary  for 
a  good  service  (a).  [Bayley^  6. — It  is  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  the  party  into  contempt,  but  not  for 
the  purpose  of  an  action  on  the  case  for  not  appearing. 
If  the  shewing  the  original  were  not  essential,  you 
need  not  prove  it.  You  may  reject  the  allegation  as  to 
shewing  the  writ,  if  you  have  proved  so  much  of  the  de- 
claration as  is  necessary  to  the  action.  If,  indeed,  you 
connect  an  immaterial  with  a  material  allegation,  so  that 
they  are  inseparable,  you  must  prove  it  as  laid.  There 
are  cases  (6)  in  which  the  words  "  by  virtue  of  an  affidavit," 
&c.,  have  been  unnecessarily  added  to  the  material  allega- 
tion of  a  writ  issuing  marked  for  bail,  &c. ;  and  it  has  been 
held  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  affidavit.]  Here^ 
the  allegation  of  shewing  is  connected  with  that  of  serving 
and  making  known.  The  shewing  was  the  modus  ope- 
randi. The  writ  was  made  known  and  served  by  being 
shewn  to  the  defendant.  In  Bristow  v.  Wright  (c),  a 
variance  in  the  allegation  of  the  amount  of  rent  was  lield 
material,  though  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  any  amount. 
[Bayley,  B. — There  they  failed  in  proving  a  part  of  an 
entire  contract.  Here,  the  averment  is  not  that  the  plaintiff 
made  known  by  shewing,  but  made  known  and  shewed.] 
Secondly 9  the  allegation  of  the  defendant  being  a  witness. 


(a)  1  Stark.  £v.  2iid  edit.  77.  (b)  1  B.  &  P.  280. 

(c)  Doug.  665. 
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without  whose  evidence  the  plaintiff  could  not  go  to  trial,  ^^cA.  p/  Pka$, 
was  not  proved.  He  was  not  an  indispensable  witness. 
It  appeared  that  there  was  another  witness,  on  whose 
evidence  the  plaintiff  might  have  proceeded,  and  the 
defendant  was  wanted  merely  to  rebut  the  evidence 
of  a  witness  who  was  expected  to  be  called  upon  the 
part  of  the  defendant.  [Bayley^  B. — Suppose  a  plaintiff 
can  recover  5/.  without  a  witness  whom  he  has  subpcenaed, 
and  a  much  larger  sum  if  the  witness  attends,  may  he  not 
say  he  was  a  witness  without  whom  he  could  not  safely 
try  his  cause  I  or,  suppose  that  there  is  a  set-off,  and  the 
witness  subpcenaed  is  in  possession  of  a  document  which 
will  invalidate  the  evidence  of  a  witness  for  the  defendant 
in  support  of  the  set-off,  may  not  the  plaintiff  say,  he  is  a 
material  witness,  without  whom  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  trial,  because  it  happens  that  he  can  launch  a  case  with- 
out him?  The  witness  need  not  probably,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  action,  be  indispensably  necessary,  if  he  be  material.] 
Lastly,  there  was  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  plaintiff 
was  not  in  readiness  to  try  the  cause  if  the  witness  had  been 
in  attendance.  The  defendant's  attorney  swore,  it  is  true, 
that  he  had  the  draft  of  the  brief,  and  that  he  could  have 
got  counsel,  who  were  in  attendance,  to  hold  the  brief;  but 
if  they  had  done  so,  it  would  have  been  mere  matter  of 
kindness,  on  which  he  had  no  right  to  speculate.  The 
plaintiff,  not  having  been  in  a  condition  to  proceed  with 
the  cause,  cannot,  therefore,  complain  of  the  defendant's 
absence.  The  attorney  could  not  have  been  heard  him- 
self, and  the  chance  of  getting  the  cause  conducted  by 
counsel  then  in  attendance  was  too  remote.  [Bayley,  B. 
— I  have  insisted  on  the  attorney  proceeding  himself  in 
such  a  case,  and  Lord  Mansfield  anOi  "LordKenyon  used  to 
do  the  same.  Bui  the  evidence  of  the  attorney  is  distinct, 
that  he  withdrew  the  record  on  the  ground  of  the  absence 
of  the  defendant  solely.]  He  admitted  that  he  neither 
sent  for  his  own  counsel,  nor  spoke  to  any  other  counsel 
on  the  subject. 
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£*eh.^PUas,       Bayley,  B.— I  think  that  there  ought  to  be  a  rule  for 

arresting  the  judgment  on  the  two  points  which  are  on 
the  record.     The  first  is,  that  the  plaintiff  withdrew  the 
recordi  and  did  not,  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  the 
witness,  suffer  himself  to  be  nonsuited.     By  withdrawing 
the  record,  a  part  only  of  the  costs  which  a  nonsuit  would 
have  occasioned  are  incurred.     The  authority  of  Lord 
KenyoHf  however^  ought  not  slightly  to  be  over-ruled ;  and 
he  certainly  decided  in  the  case  which  has  been  cited, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not   recover  where  be  withdrew 
the  record,  and  did  not  proceed  to  be  nonsuited.      We, 
therefore^  consider   the   point  as  so  far  doubtful,  aa  to 
make  it  right  to  grant  a  rule  on  this  point  for  arresting  the 
judgment.      Upon   the   point,   also,   of  there    being  no 
allegation  of  a  good  cause  of  action  in  the  original  cause, 
we  think  that  there  should  be  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested.     Upon  the  points 
which  go  to  a  new  trial  or  nonsuit,  I  think   that  there 
should  be   no  rule.     The  first   point  made  is^    that  the 
original  subpcena  was  not  shewn  to  the  defendant.     It  is 
necessary  to  shew  the  original  for  the  purpose  of  bring- 
ing the   party  into  contempt;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
shew   it  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  of  this 
nature.     There  is  a  distinction  even   in   the   service  of 
rules  between  the  cases  where  you  are  to  bring  the  party 
into  contempt,  and  where  the  rule  is  not  served  with  that 
object.     In  the  latter  case,  the  service  is  good  without 
shewing  the  original,  at  all  events,  unless  the  party  de- 
mand to  see  it.     Now,  in  this  case,  the  party  has  the  ori* 
ginal  writ  of  subpoena;  he  serves  the  defendant  with  a 
copy,  and  the  defendant  does  not  require  to  see  the  origi- 
nal subpcena,  and  he  receives  the  conduct  money.   Under 
these  circumstances,  I  think  that  the  allegation  that  the 
writ  of  subpoena  was  made  known  to  the  defendant  was 
made  out,  and  the  allegation  that  it  was  shewn  to  the  de* 
fendant  may  be  rejected. 
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The  next  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  to  be  ^*^*:^/'^*"» 
considered  as  having  been  a  necessary  witness  in  this  case? 
I  do  not  say  that  it  is  essential  in  such  an  action  to  make 
out  that  the  witness  is  actually  indispensable*  Probably 
it  would  be  sufficient  to  shew  that  he  was  material;  but  it 
is  contended  herci  that  he  cannot  have  been  a  necessary 
or  material  witness  on  the  occasion  in  question,  because  it 
is  said  that  we  are  to  look  at  the  case  as  it  stood  when  the 
cause  was  called  on,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  if  he  had  pro- 
ceeded, would  have  been  almost  sure  of  succeeding  with- 
out the  witness.  Now,  as  to  this  point,  the  facts  were 
these :  the  plaintiff  had  two  persons,  the  present  defen- 
dant and  another,  to  speak  to  the  occupation  of  the  pre- 
mises by  the  then  defendant,  for  which  he  was  seeking  to 
recover.  The  present  defendant,  however,  was  not  wanted 
merely  to  prove  the  occupation,  but  there  being  a  defence 
of  a  set-off  expected,  the  defendant  was  also  wanted  to 
rebut  this  set-off.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  swore,  that  he 
withdrew  the  record  solely  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
the  witness.  It  was  argued  also,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plain- 
tiff's  counsel  were  not  present,  the  cause  could  not  have 
been  tried;  and  therefore,  that  damage  did  not  arise 
from  the  absence  of  this  defendant.  It  was,  however,  a 
question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  withdrawing  the  record 
was  or  was  not  occasioned  solely  by  the  absence  of  the 
defendant.  This  was  the  essential  point  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  jury,  and  it  appears  to  have  been  fairly  and 
properly  left  to  them.  They  were  told,  that  they  were 
not  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  they  were  satisfied  that 
the  record  was  withdrawn  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
Hunt^  and  on  account  of  his  absence  only.  The  plaintiff's 
attorney,  a  witness  who  must  have  known  the  fact,  swore 
positively  that  the  absence  of  counsel  was  not  the  founda- 
tion of  his  conduct  in  withdrawing  the  record ;  but  that  he 
withdrew  it  solely  on  account  of  the  absence  otHunt.  He 
said,  that  he  had  the  draft  of  the  brief  with  him,  which  he 
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^^i^o^^^'  could  easily  have  handed  over  to  the  counsel  who  were 

then  in  Court. 

Rule  nisif  for  arresting  the  judgment^  granted : 
rule  for  nonsuit  or  new  trial  refused. 

Comyn  shewed  cause. — Masierman  v.  Judson  (a)  is  an 
answer  to  the  objection  that  there  is  no  distinct  allegation 
of  a  good  cause  of  action  in  the  original  suit.  In  that 
case,  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  a 
material  witness  in  the  original  suit,  and  that  his  absence 
caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited;  and  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  be  sufficient,  after  verdict, 
although  there  was  no  averment  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
good  cause  of  action  in  the  original  suit.  As  to  the  other 
objection,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  nonsuited,  but  with- 
drew his  record  without  the  jury  being  sworn.  Bland  s* 
Swafford  (Jb)  is  certainly  an  authority  that  an  action 
will  not  He,  unless  the  cause  be  called  on^  the  jury 
sworn,  and  the  plaintiff  be  nonsuited.  That  authority, 
however,  was  questioned  in  Barrow  v.  Humphreys  (c). 
Mr.  Justice  Best  there  said,  that,  whenever  a  case  simi- 
lar to  Bland  v.  Swafford  should  again  oecur,.  it  might  be 
worthy  of  consideration  whether  that  case  could  be  sup- 
ported. The  whole  Court  of  King^s  Bench  decided  in 
Barrow^y.  Humphreys,  that  an  attachment  for  a  contempt 
would  lie  against  the  witness,  although  the  cause  were  not 
called  on  for  trial,  but  the  plaintiff  withdrew  his  record. 
[Lord  LyndhursL — They  did  not  decide  the  point.  The 
case  appears  to  have  been  ultimately  decided  upon  the 
merits  disclosed  in  the  affidavits.]  Although  it  was  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  point,  all  the  Judges  expressed  a 
strong  opinion  that  the  party  was  guilty  of  contempt  by 
not  appearing  in  such  case.     In  Bland  v.  Swafford^  Lord 

(a)  6  M.  &  P.  370,  n.  (a);  8  Bing.  224.        (6)  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  GO. 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  598. 
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Kenyan  appears  to  have  formed  his  opinion  upon  a  view  of  *«cA.  of  pieas, 

the  case  which  is  now  determined  to  be  incorrect.     He 

gave  as  a  reason  for  his  determination  in  that  case,  that 

the  Court  had  no  authority  to  call  a  witness  on  his  subpcena 

until  the  cause  was  called  on,  and  the  jury  sworn.    Now» 

in  Hopper  v.  Smith  (a),  it  was  decided  that  the  plaintiff 

had  a  right  to  have  a  witness  called  upon  his  subpoena 

without  having  the  jury  sworn;    and   Lord    Tenterden 

stated  that  the  practice  now  was  to  allow  that  course  to  be 

taken.    The  Court  has  a  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ;  and, 

if  the  party  neglects  to  appear,  he  not  only  disobeys  the 

Court,  so  as  to  incur  the  punishment  for  a  contempt,  but  he 

inflicts  a  wrong  upon  the  party,  for  which  wrong  an  action 

on  the  case  is  the  proper  remedy.    It  is  not  disputed  that 

an  action  will  lie  against  the  witness  for  not  appearing,  if 

the  party  be  nonsuited  in  consequence  thereof;  and  it  is 

most  absurd  to  say,  that  the  party,  to  enable  himself  to 

obtain   redress,  must  involve  not  only  himself,  but  the 

party  offending,  in  needless  and  useless  expense.     The 

swearing  the  jury  and  being  nonsuited  are  mere  matters 

of  form,  and  greatly  increase  the  expenses.     No  reason 

can  be  given  for  its  being  requisite  to  go  through  this 

farce,  and  it  is  impossible  to  support  the  case  of  Bland  y. 

Swafford  upon  principle. 

Coleridge^  Serjt.,  and  CAannell,  contrd. — It  is  not  dis- 
puted that  an  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  against 
a  witness  for  not  appearing  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena, 
whereby  a  plaintiff  is  nonsuited.  That  was  decided  in 
Amey  V.  Long  (6).  In  that  case,  however,  there  was  a 
distinct  averment  of  a  good  cause  of  action.  It  is  stated, 
that  the  production  of  the  warrant,  which  the  witness  was 
required  to  produce,  would  have  enabled  the  plaintiff  to 
have  obtained  a  verdict.     In  the  present  case,  there  is  no 

(a)  M.  &  M.  115.  {b)  9  East,  473. 
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'Bm^^I'^^  Statement  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  obtained  a  verdict  if 

the  defendant  had  appeared.  [Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — 
Could  the  evidence  be  material^  if  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause 
of  action?  Must  we  not  imply,  after  verdict,  that  there  was 
a  sufficient  cause  of  action  ?  The  jury  have  found  that 
the  defendant  could  have  given  material  evidence  in  that 
action.  Is  not  that  saying  impliedly  that  the  plaintiff 
had  a  good  cause  of  action  ?]  A  man  may  be  able  to  give 
material  evidence  for  a  plaintiff  in  a  case  where  there  is  no 
good  cause  of  action.  Suppose  an  instrument  were  un- 
stamped, the  attesting  witness  would  be  a  material  ^t- 
ness,  although  there  were  no  good  cause  of  action.  Many 
cases  might  be  put  to  shew  that  an  allegation  of  a  witness 
being  able  to  give  material  evidence,  is  not  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation that  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action.  [Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  C.  B. — What  was  there  in  the  declaration  in  Masters- 
man  V.  Judson  which  is  not  also  in  this  count  ?  The  allega- 
tion there  was,  that,  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiff  was  non- 
suited:, here  it  is,  that,  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiff  was 
obliged  to,  and  did  withdraw  his  record.]  As  to  the 
second  point.  Bland  v.  Swafford  is  expressly  in  point. 
The  distinction  between  that  case  and  Barrow  v.  Hum» 
phreys  is  obvious.  By  not  appearing  in  Court  when 
called,  the  witness  disobeys  the  writ,  and  is  guilty  of  a 
contempt  of  the  authority  of  the  Court  which  has  issued 
the  subpcena,  and  this  contempt  may  be  incurred  whether 
the  jury  be  sworn  or  not,  and  that  was  the  effect  of  the 
decision  in  Hopper  v.  Smith.  It  is  essential,  however, 
for  a  civil  action,  that  the  party  should  have  sustained  an 
injury.  If  a  plaintiff  be  nonsuited,  it  appears  distinctly 
that  he  has  sustained  such  injury;  but,  if  he  withdraws  his 
record,  there  is  nothing  but  the  expression  of  his  own 
opinion,  that,  in  his  judgment,  there  is  danger.  If  the 
jury  were  sworn,  the  witness  might  appear  in  time  before 
the  nonsuit  took  place.  [Lord  Lyndhursi,  C.  B. — Does 
not  the  decision  in  Hopper  v.  Smith  break  in  upon  the 
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principle  upon  which  Bland  ▼.  Swafford  was  decided  ?  £««*•  of  Pieas, 
Lord  Kenyan  said  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction.  He 
must  have  meant  no  jurisdiction  to  have  the  witness  called* 
If  the  law  on  that  point  is  now  settled  in  a  di£Ferent  way, 
the  principle  upon  which  Bland  v,  Swafford  was  decided 
seems  to  fail.  Bayley^  B. — In  Bland  v.  Swafford^  the 
point  was  reserved,  and  the  plaintiff  ultimately  failed  on 
the  meritSi  so  that  there  was  no  opportunity  of  bringing 
the  question  before  the  Court.  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. — 
The  doubt  entertained  by  Lord  Kenyan  in  Bland  v.  Swaf* 
ford  seems  removed  by  the  later  case  of  Hopper  v.  Smith.] 
That  decision  only  goes  the  length  of  saying,  that  a  witness 
may  be  called  on  his  subpcsna  without  the  jury  being  sworn ; 
and  that  may  be  so,  in  order  to  ground  proceedings  by  at- 
tachment against  him  for  contempt.  There  may  be  very 
good  reasons  why  an  attachment  should  issue,  though  an 
action  may  not  lie.  The  former  is  for  a  contempt  to  the 
authority  of  the  Court ;  the  latter,  for  the  injury  to  the 
party,  which  must  be  clearly  ascertained  to  have  existed 
before  any  action  can  be  maintained.  If  a  plaintiff  be 
bound  to  have  the  jury  sworn  in  such  case,  there  is  a  cer- 
tain rule,  and  it  is  clearly  ascertained  whether  he  fails 
from  the  non-attendance  of  the  witness.  If  he  is  not  so 
bound,  it  remains  uncertain  whether  he  has  or  has  not 
been  injured  by  the  absence  of  the  witness.  It  may  have 
been  his  opinion,  or  that  of  his  attorney,  that  he  could 
not  safely  proceed  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  the 
witness,  and  yet,  in  reality^  no  injury  may  have  been  sus- 
tained thereby.  Thus,  in  the  present  instance,  if  the 
plaintiff  had  proceeded  to  try  the  cause,  he  would,  in  all 
probability,  have  succeeded,  as  there  was  another  witness 
to  the  fact  of  the  use  and  occupation. 

Lord  Lyndhtjrst,  C.  B. — There  are  two  objections 
made  to  the  declaration  in  this  case.  The  first  is,  that 
there  is  no  averment  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  cause 
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£aeA.  tf  PUas,  of  action  in  the  original  suit   I  am  of  opinion,  that  a  good 

cause  of  action  is  sufficiently  averred ,  so  as  to  be  good 
after  verdict.  The  declaration  states  that  the  evidence 
which  the  witness  could  have  given  was  material  evidence 
in  the  cause,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  safely  proceed 
to  trial  without  it.  Now,  in  my  opinion,  no  evidence 
could  be  material  in  the  cause,  unless  the  plaintiff  had  a 
good  cause  of  action;  and  therefore,  after  verdict,  I 
think  that  we  must  hold  the  declaration  sufficient  in  this 
respect.  The  averments  in  this  case  are  substantially  the 
same  with  those  in  the  case  of  Masierman  v.  Judsoth  <uid 
I  think  that  the  present  case  falls  within  the  principle  of 
that  decision. 

On  the  other  point,  the  rule  was  obtained  on  the  au- 
thority o(  Bland  y,Swafford;  in  which  case,  luord  Kenyan 
is  reported  to  have  held  that  no  action  lies  against  a  wit- 
ness for  non-attendance,  unless  the  cause  has  been  called 
on  and  the  jury  sworn.  That  authority  seems  to  have 
been  doubted  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Barrow  v.  Hum- 
phrey s^  and,  as  has  been  observed  by  my  brother  Bayley, 
Lord  Kenyon,  in  Bland  v.  Swaffcrd,  reserved  the  point, 
and,  from  the  course  which  the  cause  took,  there  was  no 
opportunity  of  bringing  it  before  the  Court.  It  appears 
also,  that,  in  that  case.  Lord  Kenyon  rested  his  deci- 
sion on  the  ground  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
until  the  jury  were  sworn.  According  to  the  modem 
practice  and  the  case  of  Hopper  v.  Smith,  however,  it 
appears  that  the  principle  upon  which  Lord  Kenyan 
proceeded  in  Bland  v.  Swafford  was  erroneous;  and 
that  the  Court  at  Nisi  Prius  has  jurisdiction,  and  that 
the  party  may,  before  the  jury  is  sworn,  have  the  wit- 
ness called  on  his  subpoena,  with  a  view  to  withdraw 
his  record  if  the  witness  do  not  appear.  In  Barrow  y. 
Humphreys,  where  Bland  v.  Swafford  was  cited.  Lord 
Tenterden  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  decision  of  Bland  v.  Swafford,  and   in   looking 
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throuffh  the  judj^ments  of  all  the  learned  Judges  who  irave  ^^^^-  of  Pleas, 
judgment  in  Barrow  v.  Humphreys^  it  appears  that  they 
all  entertained  doubts  of  the  correctness  of  the  ruling  in 
Bland  v.  Swafford.  Notwithstanding,  therefore^  that  case, 
which  is  directly  in  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  maintain  this  action,  and  that  the  present  rule  for 
arresting  the  judgment  should  be  discharged. 

Bayley,  B. — The  first  objection  in  this  case  is,  that  it 
is  not  averred  in  this  declaration^  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
good  cause  of  action  in  the  action  brought  by  him  in  the ' 
King's  Bench,  I  agree  that  it  is  essential  that  such  fact 
should  appear  on  the  declaration;  but,  though  not  expressly 
averred,  if  it  appear  from  the  allegations  that  he  must 
necessarily  have  had  such  cause  of  action  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  original  suit,  the  declaration  will  be  suffi- 
cient after  verdict.  Now,  here  the  allegations  are,  that 
the  witness  could  have  given  material  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  without  the  evidence 
of  the  witness;  and  I  think  that  these  allegations  must  be 
held  to  imply  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  cause  of  action. 

The  declaration  proceeds  to  allege,  that  the  witness, 
though  solemnly  called,  did  not  appear;  and  that,  by  rea- 
son thereof,  and  because  the  plaintiff  could  not  safely 
proceed  to  trial  without  the  testimony  of  the  defendant, 
he  was  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  did  withdraw  the 
record  of  Nisi  Prius.  Now,  that  raises  the  second  ob- 
jection, because  it  is  insisted,  on  the  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dant, that  an  action  of  this  nature  is  not  maintainable 
unless  the  cause  has  been  called  on,  the  jury  sworn,  and 
the  plaintiff  nonsuited  on  account  of  the  absence  of  the 
witness.  I  cannot  see  the  necessity  of  going  through  this 
form.  If  the  Judge  suffers  the  witness  to  be  called  upon 
his  subpcBnOf  without  the  juryjbeing  sworn,  and  the  witness 
does  not  appear,  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 

VOL.  I.  E  E  £ 
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Eiek.  qf  PitMi,  withdraw  bis  record ;  and  that  he  ii  at  full  liberty  to  place 
^  .  ^  '->  himself  in  a  situation  in  which  he  will  have  to  sustain  the 
MuLi.ETi  minor  expenses  incurred  thereby,  instead  of  the  larger 
HuT^r.  expenses  attendant  upon  a  nonsait.  By  this  course,  the 
party  offending  is  ultimately  benefited.  If,  indeed,  he 
could  shew  that  be  had  sustained  an  injury  by  the  plain- 
tiff not  having  proceeded  to  have  the  jury  sworn,  perhaps 
that  might  vary  the  case;  but,  if  he  cannot  shew  such  in- 
jury, how  are  we  to  see  that  be  is  in  any  way  prejudiced, 
or  how  does  it  appear  that  it  is  material  to  his  interest 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  suffered  a  nonsuit?  Tbeau- 
ihority  of  Bland  v.  Swqffbrd  certainly  shews  the  impression 
which  the  very  eminent  Judge  who  presided  on  that  occa- 
sion entertained  at  Nut  Priu$.  I  may,  however,  remark, 
that  Lord  Kenyan  was  not  in  the  habit  of  saving  a  point, 
and  going  on  with  the  trial  of  the  cause,  when  bia  mind 
was  perfectly  satisfied.  Now,  in  Bland  v.  Swqffvrd  be  did 
save  the  point,  and  proceeded  with  the  cause ;  and  I  am, 
therefore,  indined  to  think  that  he  had  not  a  firm  convic- 
tion on  his  mind  of  the  correctness  of  the  impresuon 
which  be  then  entertained.  That  case  is  considerably 
shaken  by  Barrotc  v.  Httmphreyi,  wher£  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  expressed  a  strong  opinion  that  a  witness 
was  guilty  of  a  contempt,  for  which  an  attachment  would 
lie,  by  not  appearing,  although  the  record  was  withdrawn, 
and  the  jury  wece  not  sworn.  I  do  not  see  any  aubstaotial 
distinction,  in  this  respect,  between  an  attachment  and  sn 
action  for  compensation ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  both 
the  grounds  for  arresting  the  judgment  in  this  cause  fail, 
and  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

BoLLAND,  B. — A.B  to  the  first  point,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  could  have  given 
material  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  safely  proceed  to  trial  without  his  testimony,  must  alter 
verdict  be  considered  aa  a  sufficient  allegation  of  a  gooJ 


Rule  discharged. 


(a)  Dougl.661. 
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cause  of  action  in  the  original  suit.    The  second  objection  ^ck.  o/PUat, 

is  founded  entirely  on  the  authority  oi  Bland  v.  Swafford. 

Lord  Kenyan  seems  to  have  thought^  in  that  case,  that  a 

Judge  sitting  at  Nm  Prius  had  no  jurisdiction  unless  the 

jury  were  sworn.     The  contrary,  however,  now  appears 

to  be  the  practice.     If  the  question  be  considered  as  one 

of  reason  and  expediency,  it  is  clear  that  there  can  be  no 

object  in  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited.     If  tried 

by  the  test  of  whether  or  no  the  Court  had  the  power  of  is- 

suingan  attachment,  it  ^pfears^fromBarrowy.  Humphreys, 

that  the  Court  have  such  power.   Lord  Mansfield  puts  the 

proceedings  by  attachment  and  the  action  for  damages  on 

the  same  ground  in  Pearson  v.  lies  (a).     I  think  that  the 

Judge  clearly  had  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  party  to  be 

called  upon  his  subpoena  without  the  jury  being  sworn. 

The  defendant  is  not  damnified  by  this  course  being 

taken;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  a  benefit  to  him. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  respect 
to  the  objection  that  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  sworn, 
I  have  known  many  instances  where  Judges  at  Nisi 
Prius  have  allowed  the  course  to  be  adopted  which  was 
taken  in  Smith  v.  Hopper.  In  such  a  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  party  may  proceed  either  by  attachment  or  ac- 
tion. It  is  conceded  here  that  he  might  have  proceeded 
by  attachment)  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  he  has  not 
also  the  remedy  by  action.  The  rule  for  arresting  the 
judgment  must  be  discharged. 


£EE  3 


£  EXCHEQUER, 


Thoupson  r.  DiCAs. 


Since  tb*  p»M-    MaNSEL  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the  declara- 

ing  of  the  Uiii-  _        _ 

foriuHy  of  Pro-  tion,  With  costs,  for  irregularity.  The  objection  waa,  thai 
wriiortutomoni  ^''^  w^^  ""^  '**  trespass  on  the  esse,  and  the  declaration 
!i'.«d  uT"'     '"  *"  trespaas. 

■nd  ihc  deeii-  ChUtoti  shewed  causc. — The  irregularity,  if  any,  is  not 
ration  mutt  ror-  j^  j],g  declaration  but  in  the  writ.     It  does  not  appear, 

ibefurmofic-    even,  that  the  defendant  was  served  with  no  other  writ;  he 

lioii  apedfied  in  ,       ,  ,        ,  ,      .  ,  .        ^ 

ihewriii  and  if  merely  ahewG  (bat  be  was  served  with  a  writ  of  summons 

uin'".'S"i  marked  (A).     In  such  case  rhe  defendant  is  bound,  at 

form  of  action,     Jeast,  to  shew  that  there  was  no  other  writ.     Tlie  obiec- 

it  in  irregular, 

and  the  Couri  tioo  relied  on  is,  that  the  writ  is  in  trespass  on  tlie  case, 

leaving  the      '  ^i^^  ^he  declaration  in  trespass.    Before  the  Uniformity  of 

plaintiff  todc-  Process  Act,  it  is  clear  that  this  was  no  objection  on  which 

wrii,  ifhecan  the  declaration  could  be  set  side.     {^Ba^ley,  B. — It  was 

do  icttcrordinc       ,  ,  «     .  i  .  ^^  ^       nn 

10  bii  ciuie  of  then  merely  process  to  brmg  the  party  into  Court.]  What 
*"'""■  then  is  the  eflfect  of  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act?   It  di- 

rects that  the  writ  shall  diaclose  the  true  cause  of  action. 
If  it  do  not  so  disclose  the  true  cause  of  action  the  writ  ii 
irregular.  Here  it  must  be  taken  that  the  declaration  dis- 
closes the  true  cause  of  action,  consequently  the  writ 
which  discloses  a  different  cause  of  action  is  irregular) 
and  the  defendant  should  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  writ, 
and  is  luistsken  in  moving  to  set  aside  the  declaration. 
In  King  v.  Sheffington  («),  it  waa  decided,  that  the  writ 
must  be  in  the  exact  form  prescribed  by  the  act;  and  that 
if  the  act  is  not  strictly  adhered  to,  the  writ  is  irregular. 
In  Ilaiker  v.  Jarmaine  (i),  this  Court  said,  you  might 
have  moved  to  set  aside  the  writ  for  irregularity;  but  the 
application  being  to  set  aside  the  service,  they  discharged 
the  rule     [Vaughan,  B.— In  that  case  the  writ  was  bad  on 

(a)  Attif,  p.  363.  (fr)  AHlf,  p.  108. 
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JB,A  y ««.,  rapport  of  the  rale  contained  much  iffelerant  and  Bbel- 
if2:_/  loas  matter,  the  question  as  to  cosU  was  ordered  to  stand 
over;  and  the  aflSdavits  were  referred  to  the  Blaster,  who 
subsequently  reported,  that  the  parte  objected  to  were 
impertinent,  and  ulthnately  the  rok  was  made  absolute 
without  costs. 


FaOO  0.  BOBSLBY. 

Wbeiea  plain-  In  an  action  of  covenant  the  defendant  pleaded  several 
^J^J^JS^j^  special  pleas.  The  plaintiff  had  leave  to  amend,  wHh  li- 
Hberty  to  ibe     berty  for  the  defendant  to  plead  de  novo,  or  to  demur. 

defendant  to  _  ««!•  a.  «1«a 

picMi  dsnavo,ii  The  plaintiff  amended  by  merely  addmg  new  counto  on  tne 
t^^^dT^""  same  cause  of  action,  but  did  not  alter  the  old  ones.  The 
HMO,  the  former  ^\^  pj^^  remaining  upon  the  record,  the  plaintiff,  without 

pkft  will  stand,  *^  ,  i.  i  •         Jt  '    A^ 

If  it  be  appiica-   giTing  a  rule  to  plead,  or  demandmg  a  plea,  signea  juag- 

ble  to  the  ^  ^        i 

amended  decU-  mcut  as  for  want  of  a  plea. 

ration. 

Steer  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  this  judgment  for  irre- 
gularity. 

fV.  H.  WaUan  shewed  cause.— fli«?fctffe  v.  Kendal  {a) 
is  exactly  in  point ;  it  was  decided  in  that  case  that  a  de- 
mand of  a  plea  was  not  necessary  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  sign 
judgment  after  the  delivery  of  an  amended  declaration. 

Steer,  cantri.— In  that  case  a  rule  to  plead  was  given. 
Here  we  rely  on  our  original  pleas,  which  the  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  treat  as  a  nullity.  We  were  at  libertjff 
under  the  order  in  this  case,  to  plead  de  novo,  or  not,  as 
we  thought  fit. 

Bayley,  B. — ^Were  any  of  the  pleas  an  answer  to  the 

[a)  3  B.  &  A.  137. 


TRINITY    TERM,  3  WILL.  IV.  77| 

new  count  ?     If  there  was  no  plea  applicable  to  the  new  ^*ch,  of  PUas, 
count,  the  plaintiff  might  take  judgment  for  that,  6r  else        ^^^^' 
there  would  be  a  discontinuance.     I  have  no  difficulty  in 
stating,  that,  if  there  be  a  plea  before  amem^ing.  the  decla- 
tion,  and  the  form  of  the  order  to  amend  be  that  the  de 
fendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  plead  de  novo,  if  he  do  not 
plead  de  novo  the  former  plea  will  stand,  if  it  be  applicable 
to  the  amended  declaration. 

Rule  absolute. — Costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


Lewis  V.  Pine. 

x^ARRFNGTON  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the  intcire/adas, 
proceedings  in  a  scire  facias  against  bail  for  irregularity,  lummonrd  after 
The  objection  insisted  on  in  the  argument  was,  that  the  eight  o'clock  on 

,  the  evening  be  • 

bail  were  not  summoned  until  after  eight  o'clock  on  the  fore  the  return- 
evening  before  the  return^day.  /acuu.'^fflu'' 

legulan 

Hutchinson  shewed  cause. — The  bail  may  be  summoned 
at  any  time  before  the  rising  of  the  Court  on  the  return- 
day  of  the  set.  fa.  Tidd's  Practice  (a).  Clarke  v.  Brad- 
shaw  {b).  The  rule  is,  that  they  cannot  be  summoned  af- 
ter the  rising  of  the  Court  on  the  return-day,  but  if  they 
are  summoned  at  any  time  before,  it  is  sufficient. 

Carrington^  eontrd. — The  only  object  of  summoning 
the  bail  is,  that  they  may  have  an  opportunity  of  render- 
ing the  principal.  It  would  be  impossible  to  do  this  if  the 
bail  may  be  summoned  so  late  as  that  the  bail  must  be 
fixed  before  they  can  render.     The  late  rule  (e)  was  in- 

(a;  Page  1177,8th  edit.        (6)  1  East,  86.         (c)  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  81. 
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Exek,  tf  pifof,  tended  to  alter  the  old  practice,  by  which  proceedings 

might  be  taken  behind  the  backs  of  the  bail,  and  they 
are  now  to  have  fair  notice.  In  Webb  t.  Hatvey  (a),  the 
Court  of  King*s  Bench  set  aside  the  proceedings  because 
the  bail  were  only  summoned  an  hour  before  the  rising  of 
the  Court. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  referred  to  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Kenyan  J  in  Clarke  v.  Bradshaw,  where  the  report 
in  Webb  ▼•  Harvey  is  stated  to  be  erroneous,  and 

Per  Curiam, — Clarke  ▼•  Bradshaw,  and  the  passage  in 
TiflcTs  Practice,  shew  that  the  proceedings  have  been  re- 
gular in  this  case. 

Rule  discharged. 


GouBOT  r.  Db  Crouy. 

The  Court  will  XN  this  casc  the  sherifF  returned  to  a  capias  against  the 
return  by  a  she-  defendant,  that  he  was  not  to  be  found  in  his  bailiwick 

oif'.ffid""t^f "°  ^'^"*  ^^^  ^™®  ^^  ^^®  delivery  of  the  writ  until  the  I8th 
though  they  February;  and  that  upon  that  day,  and  until  the  return, 
caaeorfrauirand  the  defendant  was  and  yet  is  in  the  service  of  the  Sicilian 
the  sheriirtakea  Minister  at  the  British  Court  as  a  domestic  servant. 

on  himself  to 

state  ficts  which  -,      .  -  .11  icj- 

constituteagood  JBttfAy  moved  to  set  asidc  the  return  on  strong  atnaa- 
ofUw,  Oironiy  ^^^f  shewing  fraud  and  collusion  between  the  sheriff's 
remedy  is  by      officer  and  the  defendant ;  that  the  defendant  was  in  trade; 

action  for  a  ^  ^ 

false  return.        that  he  had  said  he  was  endeavouring  to  get  attached  to 

the  embassy ;  and  that  he  had  been  taken  and  collasively 
dbcharged  by  the  officer. 

Bayley,  B. — We  cannot  interfere  upon  motion.    Your 

(fl)  2  T.  R.  767. 
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only  course  is,  by  bringing  an  actioti  against  the  sheriff*  for  J&rcA.  0/  PUas, 

a  false  return.    We  cannot  investigate  the  truth  of  the  ^ 

return  on  affidavits.  Ooubot 

Rule  refused.  de  ceouy. 


HoRTON  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Stamford. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  a  felonious  injury  to  property  by  where  a  pUin- 
rioters,  under  the  7  4*  8  Geo.  4,  c.  31.  The  writ  had  been  SfjJ^^eSJd^' 
sued  outairainst  the  defendants  by  the  name  of  •'  the  Inha-  •«*>»«  the  in- 

°  "^  habitmnts  of  the 

bitants  of  the  Hundred  of  Stamford.*'    Stamford  is  not  a  hundred  instead 
hundred,  but  is  a  borough   lying  partly  in   the  county  Irs^'mtMic- 
of  Lincoln,  and  partly  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  J>on /or  damage 

^      ,  .  ,  *  by  rioten  under 

The  time  for  bringing  a  new  action  had  expired.  the  7  &  8  Geo. 

4,  c.  31,  the 
Court  amended 

Kelly  obtained  a  rule  to  amend  the  writ  and  subsequent  ^^t  '^^  *?* 

•^  ^  subsequent  pro- 

proceedings  by  substituting  the  word  **  borough  "  instead  ceedings,  by 

Cu\        A  ^An  striking  out  the 

of  "  hundred.  word-hundred' 

and  substituting 
the  word  *'  bo- 

Hildyard  shewed  cause. — The  Court  has  no  power  or  rough,"  the  time 
jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  alteration.     It  is  clear  that  freshactionhsT- 
they  could  not  have  done  so  at  common  law.     Until  the   "*  "^"*  * 
Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  the  proceedings  in  such  cases 
must  have  been  by  original  writ,  and  the  Courts  where 
such  writs  were  returnable  could  not  have  amended  them. 
[Bayle^f  B.— In  such  case,  the  Court  would  have  amend- 
ed the  capias;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  would,  on 
application    to    him,   have    granted    an   original,   corre- 
sponding with,  and  which  would  have  supported,  such 
amended  capias.    In  Carr  v.  Shaw  (a),  the  Court  amend- 
ed the  special  capias  in  the  Christian  name  of  one  of 
the  parties,  though  there  was  nothing  to  amend  by.  That 
was  an  amendment  at  common  law.     In  the  present  case, 

(fl)  7  T.  R.  299. 


J 
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Exek.  9f  Pieoi,  there  is  no  such  hundred  as  the  one  mencioiied  in  the 
1833. 

-     writ.]    The  present  case  bears  m>  analogy  to  that  oft 

HoRTOH  mistake  in  the  Christian  name  of  a  man.  There  the  mis* 
The  Inhabitants  nooier  Can  be  pleaded  in  abatement;  here,  the  mis- 
of  Stamford,  description  is  a  matter  of  substance.  There  is  no  hun- 
dred of  Stamford  in  rerum  naturd;  and,  ss  the  provisions 
of  the  7^8  Geo.  4,  c,  31,  are  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  a 
borough  like  that  of  Siamfard,  which  lies  in  two  counties, 
the  plaintiff  must  have  been  nonsuited.  [Bayley^  B.— 
It  is  to  prevent  a  nonsuit  on  a  ground  which  is  not  con- 
nected with  the  justice  of  the  case  that  this  amendment  is 
prayed  for.  The  plaintiff  wishes  to  try  the  question, 
whether  the  inhabitants  of  a  place  so  situated  are  not 
liable?] 

Kelly,  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  Baker  v. 
Neave  (a),  where  an  action  had  been  brought  by  two  as- 
signees of  a  bankrupt,  and  the  proceedings  were  amended 
by  adding  a  third.  He  referred  also  to  similar  amend- 
ments in  cases  of  actions  against  joint  stock  companies. 
He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Baylby,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  ought 
to  be  made  as  prayed.  This  is  an  action  brought  in  sub* 
stance  against  the  inhabitants  of  Stamford.  The  plaintiff 
says  that  he  has.  been  injured,  and  that  they  are  liable  to 
him  for  the  damage.  The  act  of  Parliament,  7^8  Geo. 
4,  c.  31,  gives  him,  as  he  supposes,  a  remedy.  He  has 
attempted  to  sue  the  proper  persons,  ao  as  to  raise  tbe 
question,  whether  he  hau  a  remedy  under  the  act  of  Par* 
liament  ?  He  has,  however,  mistaken  the  name  of  the  dis- 
trict or  place.  It  appears  to  me  that  we  should  be  doing 
injustice,  if  we  were  to  allow  him  to  be  concluded  by  such 
a  mistake.     If  tbe  record  were  to  go  uncorrected  to  trial, 

(a)  AntCj  p.  11 2. 
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justice  would  be  defeated,  merely  because  tbe  advisers  of  Exch.  of  PUas, 
the  plaintiff  have  been  guilty  of  a  slip.     There  are  in-  ^ 

stances,  even  in  cases  of  penal  actions,  where  the  Courts       Hortok 
have  allowed  amendments,  and  have  given  as  their  rea^  xheinhabitanu 
son  for  such  amendments,  that  the  parties  would  be  too    ofSTAMPORo. 
late  if  tbe  amendments  were  not  allowed.    Plaintiffs*  names 
have  been  added  and  changed  repeatedly ;  and  since  the 
late  Bankrupt  Act,  we  have  had  several  recent  instances 
where  the  names  of  the  official  assignees  of  bankrupts  have 
been  added  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.   I  think  that  the 
rule  should  be  made  absolute  upon  payment  of  costs,  and 
the  defendatits  having  a  fortnight's  time  to  plead. 

Vaughan,  B. — The  7  &  8  Geo*  4,  c.  31,  though  penal  in 
some  respects,  is  highly  remedial  in  others,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  amendment  should  be  allowed  to  let  in  the 
justice  of  the  case. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 
made — 

Absolute  on  payment  of  costs,  the  defendants 
having  a  fortnight's  time  to  plead. 


Pritchet  v.  Boeyey. 

X  RESPASS  and  false  imprisonment  for  an  illegal  arrest  ^.,  having  been 
by  a  sheriff's  officer  upon  mesne  process  against  the  pre-  **|«««"y  "rest- 

•^  *  r  o  '^  ed  on  mesne 

sent  plaintiff.    The  declaration  alleged,  by  way  of  special  process,  appUed 

^  o      7      J         /  r  to  the  Court  to 

be  dischai^ged. 
The  rule  was 
referred  to  a  Judge  at  chambers,  who  ordered  him  to  be  discharged,  and  would  have  given  him 
the  costs  of  the  rule  if  he  would  have  undertaken  to  bring  no  action;  but,  as  he  refused  to  give 
such  undertaking,  nothing  was  ordered  as  to  costs. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  brought  by  J,  for  the  arrest,  it  was  held,  first 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  those  costs  as  special  damage  if  properly  laid  in  his  declaration ;  and' 
seamdly,  that,  as  the  declaration  only  alleged  that  he  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  had 
paid  C,  he  could  not  recover  the  whole  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  his  attorney  which  he  had  not  paid, 
though  he  was  liable  to  pay  them;  but  that  he  might  recover  so  much  of  the  bill  of  costs  as  con' 
sisted  of  money  actually  paid  by  the  attorney,  as  that  might  be  considered  as  money  paid  by  him 
through  his  agent. 

SembUf  that  under  an  averment  that  he  bad  been  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  had  become  liable 
&c.,  he  might  have  recovered  damages  for  such  liability. 
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EjdL  9f  Pkmi,  damage*  that  the  plaintiff  bad  been  forced,  and  obliged  to 

pay,  and  had  paid,  large  sums  of  money  in  applying  for  and 
obtaining  a  discharge  from  the  imprisonment.     At  the 
trial  at  the  Ust  Spring  Assises  for  the  county  of  GlomceM- 
ier,  it  appeared  that  the  phuntiff,  having  been  illegally  ar- 
rested, had  applied  to  the  Court  for  his  discharge.     The 
rule  was  enlarged  to  be  heard  before  a  Judge  at  chambers; 
and  the  Judge,  upon  the  hearing  before  him,  ordered  the 
plaintiff  to  be  discharged  from  custody.    The  rule  of 
Court  called  on  the  party,  at  whose  suit  he  had  been  ar- 
rested, to  shew  cause  why  she  should  not  pay  the  now  plain- 
tiff the  costs  of,  and  occasioned  by  the  arrest,  and  his  appli- 
cation to  be  discharged.    The  question  of  costs  was  dis- 
cussed before  the  Judge  at  chambers;  and  he  proposed  to 
make  an  order  for  them,  if  the  plaintiff  would  undertake 
not  to  bring  any  action  for  the  arrest   This  was  not  acceded 
to,  and  the  order  for  the  plaintiff's  discharge  was  made 
without  any  mention  of  the  costs.     It  was  contended  at 
the  trial,  that  these  costs  should  be  added  to  the  damages 
for  the   trespass.     Two  questions  were  reserved— firsi^ 
whether  such  costs  were  recoverable  at  all?  and,  secondly, 
whether,  without  proof  of  the  money  having  been  paid  by 
the  plaintiff  to  his  attorney,  they  could  be  recovered  under 
the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  ''  the  plaintiff  had 
been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend,  and 
had  necessarily  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  divers  large 
sums  of  money  in  and  about  &c.,  and  in  and  about  apply- 
ing for  a  legal  discharge  and  release  from  the  said  impri- 
sonment?"   The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  with  1*.  damages 
on  the  first  count  for  the  trespass,  and  251.  damages  on 
the  second  count  for  the  false  imprisonment,  with  leave  to 
move  to  add  to  the  verdict  102/.  1*.,  the  amount  of  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  arrest,  and  his  application 
to  be  discharged. 

Talfourd,  Serjr.,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly* 
cause  was  now  shewn  by 


iffwrn 
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Ludlow.  Sent.,  and  R.  V.  Richards.  Exeh.  qf  pieas, 

i833. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  Curwood,  were  heard  in  support      Pritchet 
of  the  rule. 


Bayley,  B. — The  facts  of  this  case  are^  that  a  bailiff 
got  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  wrongfully,  as  the  house 
was  wholly  closed,  and  arrested  him.  This  action  is 
brought  for  that  arrest.  The  plaintiff  applied  to  the 
Court  for  his  discharge  out  of  custody,  and  that  the  now 
defendant  should  pay  the  costs  of  that  application.  This 
rule  was  referred  to  Mr.  J.  Gaselee  at  chambers,  who 
made  an  order  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  discharged  be- 
cause the  arrest  was  illegal;  and  stated,  that,  if  the  plain- 
tiff would  undertake  not  to  bring  an  action,  he  would 
grant  him  the  costs  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff  refused  to 
give  the  undertaking,  and  therefore  the  Judge  made  no 
order  for  the  costs.  Upon  these  facts  two  questions  arise. 
First,  is  the  defendant  liable  to  pay  the  costs?  Secondly, 
is  the  plaintiff  entitled  on  this  declaration  to  add  them  to  the 
damages  recovered  in  this  action?  The  case  of  Loton 
Y.  Devereux  {a)  is  relied  on  as  an  authority,  that,  though 
the  plaintiff  necessarily  incurred  costs,  he  is  precluded  from 
recovering  them  here*  But  that  case  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present:  that  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
and  execution  for  irregularity,  and  the  Court  made  the 
rule  absolute,  but  without  costs.  That  was  an  express 
adjudication  that  it  should  be  without  costs.  In  this  case 
the  learned  Judge  came  to  no  such  conclusion;  he  does 
not  say  that  the  plaintiff  shall  be  released  without  costs, 
but  makes  no  adjudication  as  to  costs,  and  therefore  (he 
jury  had  a  right  at  the  trial  to  take  these  costs  into  their 
consideration. 

As  to  the  second  point,  though  upon  a  declaration  pro- 
perly framed,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  re- 
cover these  costs,  yet  there  is  this  objection  in  the  present 

(a)  B.  &  Ad.  3 


V. 

BoevBT. 
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Exck.  of  Pkat^  case; — this  declaration  does  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff 

became  liable  to  pay  these  costs,  but  that  he  was  forced  to 
pay  a  large  sum  of  money.     The  evidence  is,  that  an  attor- 
ney was  employed;  but  is  he  paid? — No.     The  plaintiffi 
then,  cannot  say  that  he  was  forced  to  pay^  for  it  is  only  a 
debt  which  he  may  be  hereafter  forced  to  pay»  but  liable 
to  contingencies,  as  if  be  be  discharged  by  the  bankrupt 
law;  therefore,  it  is  unreasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should 
recover  what  he  may  perhaps  never  pay.     The  bill  of 
costs  in  question,  of  102L,  included  money  advanced  for 
the  plaintiff  by  the  attorney,  and  charges  for  work,  and 
labour,  and  fees.     A  person  may  say  that  he  has  been 
forced  to  pay  that  which  a  man,  who  is  his  agent,  has 
been  forced  to  pay  for  him;  therefore,  in  respect  of  the 
money  advanced  for  him,  he  is  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
he  borrowed  it  to  pay  over.     The  agent  has  advanced  it 
for  his  use;  and  therefore,  the  part  of  the  102/.,  which  was 
money  paid  by  the  attorney  to  obtain  the  discharge,  is 
money  the  plaintiff  has  been  forced  to  pay,  and  he  is  en« 
titled  to  recover  so  much.    The  bill  must  be  sent  to  the 
Master  to  ascertain  how  much  money  has  been  so  paid,  that 
it  may  be  added  to  the  damages;  the  rest  must  not  be 
added. 

Vauguan,  B. — The  Judge  at  chambers  had  jurisdiction 
not  only  over  the  costs  of  the  rule,  but  of  the  costs  in  the 
cause,  and  he  has  made  no  adjudication  on  them.  As  to 
the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  forced  to  pay,  it  is 
a  material  allegation,  and  proof  of  actual  payment  is  n^ 
cessary  to  support  such  an  allegation. 

BoLLAMD,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  adding  to  the  damages 
recovered  so  much  of  the  bill  of  costs  as 
was  paid  out  of  pocket  by  the  attorney,  sod 
discharged  as  to  the  rest. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1833. 

Brooks  v.  Blansuard. 

C^ASE  for  a  libel. — The  first  count  stated,  that  the  plain-  ^.  waa  engaged 
tiff,  long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  composing  and  pub-  l^'^'i^rkVofl 
lishing  of  the  defamatory  libel  by  the  defendant  thereafter  "M^ay  com- 
mentioned,  to  wit,  at  &c*,  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on,  sequentiy,  at  a 
for  profit,  the  profession  and  business  of  a  civil  engineer,  ^^he^np^-^ 
and  as  such  had  been  appointed  to  superintend  a  certain  to"»theengage- 

*^*  ■  mentwas  not 

railway,  called  the  Clarence  Railway ,  for  and  on  the  be-  continued,  but  a 
half  of  the  company  of  proprietors  of  tlie  said  railway,  and  was  reinstated. 
as  such  had  superintended  the  said  railway  with  great  ^q^emw^oc-"'*" 
skill,  diligence,  and  integrity,  during  the  whole  time  that  c^"^  in  the 

1.  "I  11^/.  situation  of  en- 

tbe  plaIntl^  had  such  superintendence;  and  before  and  at  gineertothe 
the  time  of  the  composing  and  publishing  of  the  said  false,  forthe?mprove- 
scandalous,   malicious,  and  defamatory  libel  thereinafter  »«»<  of  the  river 

'  '  ^         •'  ^  Wear,  End  A. 

mentioned,  there  had  been  and  still  were  certain  commis-  became  a  candi- 
sioners,  called  the  Commissioners  for  the  improvement  of  to  a,  introduc- 
the  river  Wear  and  the  port  and  haven  of  Sunderland,  didate"ndc" 
&c. ;  and  that  the  said  commissioners,  before  &c.,  the  com-  having  written 
posing  and  publishing  of  the  said  false  &c.,  libel,  by  public  htm  that  an. 
advertisements  and  otherwise,  called  for  and  required  a  had^liucceeded 

in  obtaining  the 
appointment, 
B.  wrote  an  answer  to  C,  reflecting  on  the  conduct  of  A.  whilst  in  the  situation  of  engineer  to 
the  railway  company.  There  was  a  subsequent  election,  at  which  A,  was  unsuccessful  in  con- 
sequence of  this  letter  having  been  shewn.  It  appeared  that  B,  and  C.  were  both  shareholders  in 
the  railway  company,  and  that  B.  managed  C.'s  affairs  in  the  railway.  B.  had  not  been  ap- 
plied to  for  his  opinion,  and  the  letter,  containing  the  libel,  was  written  after  the  termina- 
tion of  one  election,  and  before  the  other  wai  in  conteropUtion : — Held,  in  an  action  by  ji.  against 
B,  for  the  libel,  that  the  letter  was  not  a  privileged  communication. 

In  an  action  for  libel,  the  libel  as  set  out  on  the  record  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  "  mismanage- 
ment, or  ignorance."  The  evidence  was,  that  the  expression  in  the  libel  (which  had  been  de- 
stroyed) was  "  ignorance,  or  inattention :" — Held,  a  fatal  variance. 

Where  no  matter  in  print  or  writing  is  produced  in  evidence,  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  has  no 
power,  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15  (a),  to  amend  the  record  from  the  oral  testimony  of  witnesses  called 
to  speak  to  the  ccmtents  of  a  written  document  which  has  been  destroyed,  and  which  contents,  on 
iheir  evidence,  appear  to  be  materially  different  from  the  statement  of  the  document  upon  the 
record. 

Quare,  if  a  copy  had  been  produced  in  such  case,  as  secondary  evidence,  whether  the  Judge 
could  have  amended  from  such  copy  ? 


(a)  See  now  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42, 8.  23. 
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Exek.  nf  PUa$,  persoD,  foF  great  gain  and  profit,  to  act  as  civil  engineer  to 

^  '   ^     the  said  commissioners  in  their  said  improvement  of  the 

Bbooks        river  Wear,  &c.;  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time 

BLAMtHAiD.    of  the  composing  and  publishing  the  said  false  &c.  libel 
thereinafter  mentioned,  was,  and  still  is,  a  fit,  proper,  and 
competent  person  to  perform  the  duties  of  civil  engineer 
to  the  said  commissioners  for  the  purposes  aforesaid;  that 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  composing  and  publishing 
the  false  &c.  libel  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
plied to  the  said  commissioners  to  be  elected  and  appointed 
to  the  said  office  of  civil  engineer^  and  thereupon  the  plain- 
tiff received  several  promises  from  several  of  the  said  com- 
missioners, and  particularly  from  one  Walter  JPeaiherstone- 
haugli,  one  of  the  said  commissioners,  of  support  and  as* 
sistance  for  and  towards  the  election  and  appointment  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  said  office  of  civil  engineer;  yet  the 
defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving,  &c. 
to  injure  the  plaintiff  in  his  credit  and  reputation,  and  also 
in  his  said  profession  and  business  of  civil  engineer  as  afore- 
said, and  to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and  believed  by  the 
said  commissioners  that  the  plaintiff  had  conducted  him- 
self dishonestly,  injudiciously,  ignorantly,  unskilfully,  and 
improperly,  as  a  civil  engineer,  in  his  (the  plaintiff's)  super- 
intendence as  such  of  the  Clarence  Railway  aforesaid,  and 
to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and  believed  by  the  said  com- 
missioners that  the  plaintiff  was  incompetent  and  unfit  to 
perform  the  duties  of  civil  engineer  to  the  said  commission- 
ers for  the  improvement  of  the  said  river  Wear  and  port 
and  haven  of  Sunderland  aforesaid,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a  proper  person  to  be  elected  and  appointed  such 
civil  engineer  as  aforesaid,  and  to  cause  and  induce  the 
said  commissioners  to  refuse  to  elect  and  appoint  the  plain- 
tiff such  civil  engineer  as  aforesaid,  and  to  vex,  harass, 
oppress,  impoverish,  and  wholly  ruin  the  plaintiff,  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  on  &c ,  at  &c.,  wrongfully,  maliciously,  and 
injuriously  composed,  wrote,  and  published^  and  caused 
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to  be  composed,  written,  and  published,  a  certain  false,  ^ch.  ^/^^^» 
scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  libel,  of  and  con-     s,.,..^.^,J.^ 
corning  the  plaintiff,  in  the  way  of  and  in  respect  to  his        Brooks 
said  profession  and  business  of  civil  engineer,  and  in  respect    BtANSHARo. 
to  his  said  superintendence  as  civil  engineer  of  the  said 
Clarence  Railway  fin  the  form  of  and  as  a  letter  addressed 
to  Mr.  Philip  Laing,  which  said  Mr.  Philip  Laing  then 
was  and  is  one  of  the  said  commissioners,  in  which  said 
letter  was  and  is  contained,  amongst  other  things,  the  false, 
scandalous,  defamatory,  and  libellous  matter  following;  that 
is  to  say,  Mr.  Brooks,  (meaning  the  plaintiiF),  whilst  he 
had  the  superintendence  of  the  Clarence  Railway ,  (meaning 
the  superintendence  of  the  said  railway  called  the  Clarence 
Railway,  as  civil  engineer  as  aforesaid),  has,  by  his  mis- 
management  or  ignorance,  cost  that  company  (meaning  the 
said  company  of  proprietors  of  the  said  Clarence  Railway) 
a  considerable  sum  of  money. 

The  third  count  stated  the  libel  thus :  ''  Mr.  Brooks's 
blunders  have  cost  the  Clarence  Railway  several  thousand 
pounds,"  (meaning  that  the  ignorance  and  mismanagement 
of  the  plaintiff  had  cost  the  said  company  of  proprietors 
several  thousand  pounds). 

The  fifth  count  was,  *'  Mr.  Brooks,  by  his  mismanage^ 
ment  or  ignorance,  cost  the  Clarence  Railway  several  thou- 
sand pounds.'*  The  breach  alleged,  as  special  damage, 
that  one  Walter  Featherstonehaugh  did  not  support  and 
assist  the  plaintiffin  his  endeavours  to  become  elected  and 
appointed  civil  engineer  to  the  said  commissioners ;  but 
opposed,  and  used  his  best  endeavours  to  oppose,  his 
election;  and  that  the  commissioners  refused  to  elect  him. 
The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  The  case  was 
tried  before  Gtirney,  B.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the 
county  of  Durham,  The  letter  containing  the  libel  had 
been  destroyed  by  Mr.  Laing,  who  was  called  to  give 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  He  said  the  letter  from 
the  defendant  stated,  ''  That  Brooks  had  got  employed  by 

VOL.  I.  F  F  P 


'82 


CASES  IN  THE  BXCHBQUERt 


^^\^/^^'  the  Clarence  Railway,  and  from  ignorance  or  tnatienUon 
s^...^^,^.^     had  cost  the  company  some  thousands^  or  a  large  sam  of 
BsooKt        money.     He  believed  he  had  been  brought  up  a  drawing 
Blansbard.     master,  but  did  not  seem  to  know  much  of  engineering."  Mr. 
Featherstonehaugh^  another  witness,  proved  that  the  words 
of  the  libel  were, ''  He  had  been  employed  by  the  Clarence 
Railway  Company ;  that  from  inability  and  want  of  sUU  be 
had  done  that  on  the  railway,  at  the  cost  of  several  thou- 
sand pounds,  which  it  took  more  afterwards  to  undo."    It 
appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  to  superin- 
tend the  works  of  the  Clarence  Railway  Company.    At  a 
general  meeting  of  the  proprietors,  however,    the  en- 
gagement  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  continued,  and  the 
former  inspector  was  reinstated.      Subsequently   a  va*- 
cancy  occured  in  the  situation  of  en^^neer  to  the  Wear 
commissioners,  and  the  plaintiff  became  a  candidate.    On 
the  llth  February,  the  defendant  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Laing,  introducing  one  Bush  as  a  candidate,  and,  upon  the 
I6th  March,  the  defendant  received  a  letter  from  Laing, 
that  a  Mr.  Leslie  was  appointed.     On  the  16th  Mareh^ 
the  defendant  wrote  an  answer  to  Mr.  Laing^  containing 
the  libel.     Leslie  subsequently  resigned,  and  there  were 
then  fresh  advertisements  for  an  engineer.    On  the  84ih 
April,   there  was  another  election,  at  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  rejected,  Laing  having  shewn  the  defendant's 
letter.     It  appeared,  also,  that  the  defendant  and  Laing 
were  both  shareholders  in  the  Clarence  Railway,  and  that 
the  defendant,  who  was  a  ship-owner,  resided  in  London, 
and  managed  Laing's  affairs  in  the  railway.     The  letter 
in  question  was  onYhe  subject  of  the  mismanagement  of  the 
railway ;  and  the  defendant,  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  let- 
ter, was  ignorant  that  Laing  was  a  fVear  commissioner. 
It  was  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that  this  was  a  privi- 
leged communication,  on  the  following  grounds:— /Tfrj^, 
that  the  defendant  and  Laing  were  shareholders  in  the 
Clarence  Railway,  and  that  the  letter  was  written  bond 


TEINITY  TERMy  3  WILL.  IV.  783 

Jide  on  the  subject  of  the  management  of  the  railway;  and,  ^*^\^^^^* 
secondly f  that  it  was  written  respecting  the  character  of     s^^^^^^J^^ 
a  former  servant;  and  that  in  either  of  these  cases  express       Brooks 
malice  must  be  proved,  which  had  not  been  done.     It  was    blanshard. 
further  objected,  that  the  Ubel  as  proved  varied  materially 
from  the  statement  of  it  in  the  declaration.    The  learned 
Judge  allowed  the  cause  to  proceed,  giving  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit;  and  reserving  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  the  question,  whether  the  variance, 
if  any,  could  be  amended  under  the  9  Geo.  4;  and,  in 
case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Judge  had 
the  power  at  Nisi  Prius  of  directing  such  amendment,  it 
was  to  be  considered  as  made.     The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  Is.  damages;  at  the  same  time  ex- 
pressing their  opinion,  that  the  defendant  had  acted  with- 
out any  malicious  motive. 

Alexander 9  in  Easter  Term  last,  moved  accordingly. — 
First,  this  was  a  privileged  communication,  and,  without 
proof  of  express  malice,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to 
the  action.  But,  so  far  from  any  malice  being  proved, 
the  jury  have  expressly  negatived  its  existence.  The 
defendant  and  Laing  were  both  shareholders  in  the  CZa* 
renee  Railway/  the  defendant  managed  Laing's  interests 
in  the  concern,  and  the  letter  in  question  was  upon  the 
subject*  It  was,  therefore,  confidential.  [Lord  Lynd" 
hurst. — The  defendant  was  not  applied  to  for  any  opinion, 
and  the  election  was  over.  A  communication  is  not  pri- 
vileged merely  because  it  is  confidential.  Bayley,  B. — 
The  letter  was  written  after  one  election  was  over  and 
before  the  other  was  in  contemplation].  In  Macdougal 
V.  Claridge  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  letter  written  confi- 
dentially to  persons  who  employed  A.  as  their  solicitor, 

(a)  1  Camp.  267- 

fff2 


TRINITY  TERM,  3  WILt.     IV.  78  > 

and  even  if  the  representatioos  which  he  made  were  in-  Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
temperate  and  unfounded,  stilly  if  he  really  believed  them  v.^.^^.J.-^ 
at  the  time  to  be  true,  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  acted  Brooks 
maliciously^  and  with  an  intent  to  defame  the  plaintiff/'  blamshard. 
These  three  cases  shew  that  a  participation  of  interest  in 
the  subject-matter  of  the  communication  will  protect  what 
otherwise  might  be  clearly  libellous ;  and  the  second  case 
cited  also  negatives  the  supposed  importance  of  the  cir*- 
cumstance  that  the  defendant  volunteered  his  opinion 
without  its  being  previously  requested.  But  there  is  an- 
other ground  on  which  this  first  objection  may  be  sup- 
ported. The  letter  regarded  the  character  of  a  former 
servant^  and  was,  therefore,  privileged.  Edmonson  v. 
Stevenson  (a),  Rogers  v.  Clifton  {b),  Weatherstone  v.  Haw- 
kins {c),  Bromagev.  Prosser(d),  Child  v.  Affleck  {e),  Ward 
V.  Smith  (/),  and  many  other  authorities,  establish  this 
proposition — that  the  gist  of  an  action  for  defamation,  in 
giving  the  character  of  a  servant,  must  be  malice ;  and 
that  such  malice  is  not  implied  from  the  occasion  of  making 
the  communication,  but  must  be  directly  proved.  But 
here  the  jury  have  negatived  any  malice.  It  may  also  be 
remarked,  that,  in  Rogers  v.  Cliftoni  Rooke,  J.,  was  of 
opinion,  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  master  were 
asked  for  the  character  of  the  servant  or  not,  provided  he 
spoke  honestly ;  and  the  same  doctrine  was  also  laid  down 
by  Bayley^  J.,  in  Pattison  v.  Jones  (g).  [Bayley^  B. — 
There  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant 
had  acted  bond  fide  in  the  discharge  of  a  duty,  or  malici- 
ously; and  they  found  it  was  done  maliciously,  which  the 
Court  thought  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict.  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  C.  B. — The  action  was  brought  on  a  second  letter,  in 
consequence  of  a  general  communication  requesting  infor- 

(a)  BuU.  Ni.  Pri.  8.  (c)  9  B.  &  C.  403. 

(6)  3  B.  &  P.  587.  ( /)  4  C.  &  P.  305. 

(f)  1  T.  R  1 10.  U)  8  B.  &  C.  584. 
(i/)  4  B.  &  C.  247. 
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■*^2?w'™'   construction  which  a  statute  of  this  kind  ought  to  receive, 
«_.,,__^     and   upon  the  construction  which  (he  Courts  have   put 
Bbooei       npon  it  in  other  casee.     It  has  been  determined  upon  thi« 
blanihabo.    statute,  that  the  Judge  may  amend  from  a  copy  of  the 
matter  in  print  or  writiog,  set  forth  upon  the  record ;  and  it 
would  be  singular  if  that  were  not  so,  as  the   power  of 
amendment  is  much  more  likely  to  be  necessary  in  a  case 
of  that  kind,  where  the  proceedings  are  framed  from  a 
copy,  than  where  the  original  can  be  produced  by  the 
party.     In  Briant  t.  Eicie  (a),  a  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Kitig's  Bench  was  set  forth  on  the  record,  and,  in 
proof  of  it,  was  offered  an  examined  copy  of  a  judgment 
which   appeared   to  have   been   given  by   the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas.     Lord  Tenterden,  afler  argument,  amend- 
ed  the  record.     In  that  case,  the  strict  construction  of  the 
words  of  the  statute,  on  which  the  defendant  in  this  case 
relies, was  departed  from;  for  the  copy  was  not  "set  forth 
or  recited  "  on  the  record,  but  the  original  judgment  was 
set  forth  or  recited.     The  only  reasonable  construction 
is,  that  where,  on  the  record,  you  have  to  set  out  any 
written  document,  and  your  evidence  varies  from  the  re- 
cord, the  Judge  is  to  have  the  power  of  ordering  the 
amendment.     The  literal  construction,  that  the  Judge  can 
only  amend  in  the  cases  where  there  is  a  variance  between 
the  matter  in  writing,  which  is  recited  or  set  forth  on  the 
record,  would  exclude  the  power  of  amendment  in  all  the 
cases  where  copies  are  offered  in  evidence,  as  in  the  cases 
of  judgments,  &c.     In  the  case  of  a  copy  offered  in  en- 
dence,  the  copy  is  not  the  thing  set  forth,  but  the  evi- 
dence only  of  the  thing  set  forth.     Then  how  does  the 
present  case  differ?    What  difference  can  there  be  be- 
tween the  case  where  a  copy  is  tbe  evidence  of  the  thing 
set  forth  upon  the  record,  and  where  other  secondary 
evidence  isgiven  of  the  thing  set  forth  on  the  record  ? 

{a)  M.  &.  M.  3S9. 
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If,  instead  of  the  word  produced,  the  word  proved  be  Exeh.ofPUaif 
substituted,  the  construction   of  the  statute  would  be    s^..^^,^^ 
clear ;  and  the  Legislature,  by  the  words  "  produced  in       Brooks 
evidence,"  must  have  meant ''  proved  in  evidence ; "  for,    BLANtBARo. 
producing  without  proving  would  amount  to  nothing.     In 
the  present  case,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  proof  by  a  copy, 
the  words,  **  produce  in  evidence  the  matter  in  writing  set 
forth,"  &c.,  were  not  satisfied.    But  in  the  present  case 
we  only  go  one  step  farther  than  JSruin^  v.  Eicke;  here  we 
substitute  secondary   evidence,  by  parol,   for  secondary 
evidence  by  a  copy. 

Alexander^  and  W,  H.  Watson,  contrh. — It  is  clear  that 
the  word  **  inattention"  is  not  synonymous  with  '^  misman- 
agement"  ''  Mismanagement"  is  defined  in  Johnson's  Dic- 
tionary as  ''ill  management,  ill  conduct;"  and ''inattention" 
as  "  disregard,  negligence,  and  neglect."  The  difference  is, 
that  the  one  is  an  offence  of  commission,  the  other  of  omis- 
sion ;  the  one  of  misfeazance,  the  other  of  nonfeazance.  In 
the  case  of  a  counsel  absenting  himself  from  the  trial  of  a  pri- 
soner whom  he  was  retained  to  defend,  you  would  say  he 
had  been  guilty  of  inattention ;  if  by  asking  incautious  ques- 
tions he  causes  bis  client's  conviction,  you  would  say  he  had 
mismanaged  the  case.  So,  a  physician  who  absents  him- 
self from  his  patient  might  be  said  to  be  guilty  of  inatten- 
tion ;  if  by  his  want  of  skill  and  improper  treatment  he 
kills  the  patient,  he  might  be  said  to  have  done  so  from 
mismanagement.  Mismanagement  may  proceed  from  over- 
zeal^  want  of  judgment,  and  many  other  causes  than  inat- 
tention. 

Then  the  record  was  not  amendable  under  the  9 
Geo.  ^9  on  two  grounds:  firsts  because  the  variance  was 
not  in  a  matter  "  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case;" 
and,  secondly,  because  the  variance  was  not  between  a 
matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evidence,  and 
the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon  the  record. 
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v^-..^^.!.^    that  it  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  va- 

Brooks  riance  was  not  material  or  essential  to  the  merits  of  the 
BLANtBARD.  case.  It  could  not  be  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that 
the  act  should  apply  to  a  case  where  the  whole  defence 
and  the  course  of  pleading  of  the  defendant  might  be  af- 
fected. The  defendant  might  be  able  to  justify  one  word, 
and  not  the  other.  Would  the  act  apply  if  the  variance 
was  between  charging  a  man  with  a  felony  and  a  misde- 
meanor ?  The  defendant  might  be  able  to  justify  one,  and 
not  the  other.  In  the  present  case  the  matter  was  very 
material  to  the  issue  between  the  parties;  and  the  defen- 
dant might  have  resorted  to  a  different  line  of  pleading 
and  defence,  if  the  words  sought  to  be  introduced  upon 
the  record  by  way  of  amendment  had  been  contained 
originally  in  the  declaration. 

Secondly i  there  was  no  matter  in  writing  produced  in 
evidence.  This  expression,  according  to  the  ordinary 
acceptation,  must  be  taken  to  mean  producing  the  docu- 
ment and  giving  it  in  evidence.  In  the  present  case  there 
was  merely  parol  evidence ;  and  different  witnesses  gave 
different  accounts  of  the  words,  which  shew  the  diffi- 
culty and  inconvenience  that  would  arise  if  the  Court 
could  amend  from  parol  testimony.  In  Briant  v.  Eicie 
the  copy  of  the  record  was  properly  amended  by  Lord 
Tenterden,  as  matter  in  writing  produced  in  evidence. 
The  case  of  secondary  evidence  of  a  copy  has  been  put;  but 
that  is  not  a  case  similar  to  the  present  case,  in  which  there 
was  no  writing  of  any  description  produced  in  Court. 
Such  copy  would  probably  not  be  within  the  statute,  as  it 
can  only  be  secondary  evidence,  though  an  examined  copy 
of  the  record  is  primary  evidence,  and  the  proper  proof  of 
a  judgment;  and  therefore  Briant  v.  Eicke  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  doctrine,  that  neither  a  copy,  (when  ad- 
missible as  mere  secondary  evidence),  nor  parol  evidence,  is 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  in  question. 
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Baylby.  B. — It  Beems  to  me  that  thb  rule  ought  to  be  *«*•  ^Z/*^* 
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made  absolute*  The  first  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  v^..,^^J.^ 
variance  or  not  The  libel,  as  stated  upon  the  record,  im-  Broou 
putes  to  the  plaintiff  "  mismanagement  or  ignorance."  The  blanshard. 
words,  according  to  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses, 
were,  that,  "  from  his  ignorance  or  inattention,"  &c.  It  has 
been  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  mismanage- 
ment and  inattention  are  necessarily  identical ;  but  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  are  not  identical.  Mismanagement  goes 
farther  than  inattention,  and  may  include  many  cases 
which  inattention  would  not  include.  Mismanagement 
may  be  wilful ;  and  many  cases  might  be  put  where  you 
would  draw  the  distinction  between  the  two,  and  say  this 
is  not  a  case  of  inattention,  but  of  gross  mismanage- 
ment. Upon  the  ground  that  mismanagement  goes  higher 
than  inattention,  and  includes  cases  which  inattention 
does  not,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  did  not 
support  the  declaration.  That  brings  me  to  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  variance  was  amendable  under  the  9 
Geo.  4.  I  may  admit  that  there  may  be  a  greater  necessity 
for  the  power  of  amendment,  and  a  greater  probability  of  a 
variance  in  a  case  where  there  is  no  copy,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  to  rely  on  parol  evidence,  than  in  a  case  where  matter 
in  writing  exists ;  but  we  are  to  see  whether  the  Legisla- 
ture have  used  language  which  would  authorize  a  Judge 
to  amend,  not  from  a  written  instrument,  but  from  the  oral 
testimony  of  witnesses.  Where  you  have  a  written  docu- 
ment you  can  see  what  the  writing  is,  and  ascertain  at  once 
with  certainty  what  the  amendment  ought  to  be;  but 
where  the  proof  is  by  oral  evidence,  there  may  be,  and 
in  this  instance  there  actually  were,  several  versions  of  the 
libel  in  evidence.  This  may  have  been  the  reason  of  the 
Legislature  confining  the  power  of  amendment  to  the  case 
of  matter  in  print  or  writing,  and  they  may  have  thought 
it  more  prudent  and  cautious  so  to  limit  the  power  of 
amendment.     In  this  case  one  witness  gives  one  version. 
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^^\^^^*^'  and  a  second  gives  a  difibrent  version.  By  which  are  you 

to  amend  ?     They  are  differing  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
written  instrument,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  which  is  cor- 
rect.    But  let  us  look  at  the  language  of  this  act  of  Par- 
liamenty  and  see  whether  there  is  suflScient  to  satisfy  our 
minds  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  the 
Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  should  have  the  power  to  amend 
where  there  is  no  matter  in  writing  in  evidence,  but  the 
party  calls  parol  evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  writ- 
ten document.     The  preamble  recites,  that  '*  expense  is 
often  incurred,  and  delay  and  failure  of  justice  takes  place 
at  trials,  by  reason  of  variances  between   writings  pro- 
duced in  evidence  and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof 
upon  the  record."  From  the  preamble  it  appears,  that  the 
mischief  to  be  remedied  is  a  variance  between  a  writing 
produced  in  evidence  and  the  record.     To  come  within 
the  mischief  recited,  then  there  must  clearly  be  a  writing 
produced  in  evidence.     Then  what  is  the  provision  of  the 
enacting  part  ?     "  Where  any  variance  shall  appear  be- 
tween any  matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon  the 
record,  &c.,  the  Judge  may  amend."  In  what  case,  then,  can 
you  amend  ?     In  the  case  only  where  there  is  a  variance 
between  some  matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in 
evidence,  and  the  setting  forth,  &c.     Now,  in  Briant  v. 
Eicke,  Lord   Tenterden  held,  that  you  might  amend  by 
an  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  a  judgment,  because 
he  considered  that  copy  to  be  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
the  original  judgment  had  been  produced,  and  that  it  was 
identical  with  it.     He  said,  '^  The  examined  copy  of  the 
former  judgment  is  a  matter  in  writing  so  produced,  and 
the  statute,  therefore,  authorizes   the  amendment."     In 
that  case  there  was  a  matter  in  writing  identical  with  and 
following  the  tenor  of  the  original  record ;  here  tliere  is 
nothing  in  writing,  but  you  must  ascertain  what  the  amend- 
ment is  to  be  from  the  fallacious  and  differing  memories 
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of  several  witnesses.    I  think  that  the  present  case  is  not  ^^\£^^'"' 
within  the  statute ;  and  that  the  true  construction  of  the     >      ^      / 
act  of  Parliament  is,  that  the  Judge  cannot  amend  unless       Brooks 
a  writing  is  produced  in  evidence,  by  which  writing  you    Blanshaeix 
are  to  amend.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  present  rule 
fur  a  nonsuit  should  be  made  absolute. 

Vauohan,  B. — We  must  look  at  the  act  of  Parliament  to 
see  whether  it  gives  any  authority  to  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius 
to  make  an  amendment  in  a  case  of  this  nature.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  framed  with  peculiar  care  on  this  point. 
Throughout  the  act,  both  in  the  preamble  and  in  the  enact- 
ing part,  the  words,  '^  writing  produced  in  evidence,"  are 
used.  The  object  seems  to  have  been  to  confine  the  provi- 
sion of  amendment  to  cases  where  there  was  matter  in  writ- 
ing  by  which  to  amend.  With  respect  to  the  question, 
whether  there  was  a  variance,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
words  *' mismanagement**  and  ''  inattention**  are  not  synony- 
mous. The  one  is  active,  the  other  passive ;  the  one  de- 
notes commission,  the  other  omission.  If  the  libel,  as  set 
out  on  the  record,  had  imputed  inattention  merely,  and 
not  mismanagement,  the  defendant  might  have  chosen  to 
put  a  justification  on  the  record. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  variance 
in  this  case;  the  words  ''mismanagement'*  and  ''inattention** 
may  have  very  different  meanings. 

Then  arises  the  question  whether  this  variance  could 
be  amended  by  the  statute,  which  gives  a  Judge  power 
to  amend  certain  discrepancies  at  the  time  of  the  trial  ? 
The  object  of  the  act  seems  to  me  to  have  been  to  correct 
those  clerical  errors  which  may  have  arisen  in  setting 
out  written  documents  on  the  record.  Looking  at  the 
statute,  I  cannot  suppose  that  the  accurate  mind  of  the 
very  learned  person  who  framed  this  act  of  Parliament 
could  have  lost  sight  of  the  distinction  between  proof  by 
matter  in  writing  and  by  parol,  because  he  must  have 
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Esak.  of  Pleat,    been  perfectly  aware  that,  in  many  casesi  a  writing  set 

^  '  ^     out  on  the  record  is  prored  by  parol  eridence.    If  be  did 

Brooks       intend  to  include  the  latter  case,  would  he  hare  used  the 

Blanbbard.    expression  produced  in   evidence;  would  he  not  rather 

have  said  proved  in  evidence  ? 

The  language  used  in  the  act  of  Parliament  seems  to 
me  to  mean,  that  there  must  be  an  actual  production  in 
Court  of  a  matter  in  writing  or  print,  to  which  the  Judge 
may  apply  his  visicmal  organs,  and  which,  if  it  does  not 
agree  with  the  record,  he  may  amend.  The  present  case 
shews  how  difficult  it  would  be  to  apply  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  to  cases  of  variance  when  the  testimony  is 
oral.  There  were  several  different  versions  of  the  libel 
in  evidence,  and  by  which  was  the  learned  Judge  to  have 
amended  ?  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  rule  for 
a  nonsuit  in  this  case  should  be  made  absolute* 

GuRNEY,  B. — It  is  impossible  to  doubt  but  that  the 
mischief  may  be  much  more  extensive  than  the  remedy 
provided  for  by  this  act  of  Parliament.  We,  however, 
must  look  at  the  language  of  the  statute,  which  seems 
framed  studiously  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  power 
of  amendment  to  a  case  where  there  is  matter  in  writing 
or  in  print  produced  in  evidence,  by  which  to  amend.  It 
is  not  necessary,  for  the  determination  of  the  present  case, 
to  decide  whether  a  case,  in  which  secondary  evidence  in 
writing,  is  produced,  would  fall  within  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Parliament. 

Rule  for  a  nonsuit  absolute. 
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Wilson  r.  Tucker. 

X  HE  declaration  in  this  case  was  delivered  early  in  the 
term.  The  defendant's  time  for  pleading  having  expiredj 
he  delivered  a  general  demurrer,  which  was  obviously  ^^ 
for  delay,  on  the  evening  before  the  last  day  of  the  tw 
term.  a" 

ne 
foi 

Buit,  on  the  last  day  of  the  term,  applied  for  a  coit-  Cc 
cilium  for  the  rising  of  the  Court,  which  the  Court  grant-  tei 
ed,  and  ordered  the  rule  to  be  drawn  up  accordingly.  '^ 
At  the  rising  of  the  Court,  Cowling  applied  to  withdraw  the  c« 
demurrer,  and  to  be  let  in  to  plead,  but  the  Court  refused  foi 
to  grant  any  indulgence  in  such  a  case,  and  gave —  ^i^^ 

to 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


M' Alpine  v.  Poles. 

JLN  this  case  the  Master  allowed  the  plaintiff  the  expense  u  \ 
of  witnesses  from  and  back  to  Brussels.  [?' 

tlOl 

ter 
y»  tici 

R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  for  the  Master  to  re->  wh 
view  his  taxation,  on  the  ground  that  since  the  late  act,  ^^ 
I  Will.  4,  c.  22,  the  witnesses  might  have  been  examined  ^'^' 
upon  interrogatories,  under  a  rule  of  Court,  and  that  it  lo^ 
was^  therefore,  unnecessary  to  have  incurred  the  expense  i^l 
in  question.  ^J'^ 

nea 

Erie  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  plaintiff  ">8 

'  *  ma 

was  not  bound  to  forego  the  advantage  of  the  eivd  voce  tioi 
testimony  of  his  witnesses,   and  cited  Tremaine  v.  Bar- 
ret  (a),  and  Tremaine  v.  Faiih  (a). 

(a)  6  Taunt.  88. 
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^^^^<^      JL  F.  Riekards,  in  support  of  the  rale,  sUted,  that  he 

did  not  dispnCe  that  the  law  was  as  settled  in  the 


If  *Ai.miB     ferred  to  before  the  recent  act  for  examining  on  interro- 
PoLBf.       gatories;   but  the  question  was,  whether  that  act    did 
not  make  the  expense  of  bringing  over  the  witnesses  an- 
necessary? 

Lord  Ltmi>hukst,  C.  B. — It  is  frequently  Tcry  de- 
sirable that  a  party  should  be  able  to  have  his  witnesses 
examined  vhd  voce*  It  appears  to  us,  that  the  aDowance 
of  such  witnesses  is  still  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Master,  in  each  particular  instance,  just  as  it  was  before 
the  late  act.  It  is  very  desirable  that  the  practice  on 
such  a  point  should  be  uniform,  and  therefore  we  wiD 
consult  the  Judges  of  the  other  Courts  upon  the  subject 
before  we  dispose  of  this  rule. 

Upon  a  subsequent  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Lyndhubst,  C.  B. — ^We  have  conferred  with  the 
Judges  of  the  other  Courts  on  the  question,  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  late  act  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  upon 
interrogatories,  upon  the  costs  of  witnesses  brought  from 
abroad,  and  they  agree  with  us  in  the  opinion  which  we 
have  formed,  that  the  act  of  Parliament  makes  no  dif- 
ference in  this  respect  We  think  that  the  matter  is  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Master,  subject  to  be  reviewed  by 
the  Court ;  and  we  think,  that,  in  thb  particular  instance, 
that  discretion  was  properly  exercised  in  allowing  the  ex- 
]>ense  of  the  witnesses.  The  learned  Judge  who  tried 
the  cause  thought  it  a  case  where  the  presence  of  the 
witnesses  was  peculiarly  desirable.  The  rule  must  there- 
fore  be  discharged.    . 

Rule  discharged. 
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HoDsoN  V.  Terrill. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.  Plea— the  A 
general  issue.  At  the  trials  before  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  is 
the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Warwick^  it  "^ 
appeared  that  the  Warwick  and  Birmingham  cricket  ^ 
clubs  had  agreed  to  have  a  match  at  cricket  on  the  fol-  ii 
lowing  terms : — 


ai 
n 
It 
cc 


**  The  Birmingham  Union  Club  agree  to  play  at  War-  >v 
wich    on  Monday  next,   October  the   Sth,  a   match  at  ta 
cricket  for  twenty  sovereigns  a  side  with  the  Warwick  ^ 
club.     A  deposit  of  5/.  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  ^^ 
TerriUf  on  behalf  of  the  Warwick  club.     Wickets  to  be  to 
pitched  at  ten  ;  to  begin  at  half  past  ten«  or  forfeit  the  de- 
posit.    Wickets  to  be  struck  at  half  past  five,  unless  the 
game  is  finished  before.     To  be  allowed  to  change  three 
men  according  to  the  list  sent  this  morning. 

'*  J.  COOKES, 

"  H.  Terrill. 
*'  A  deposit  of  5L  is  placed  in  Mr.  TerrilFs  hands  on 
behalf  of  the  Birmingham  club." 

The  parties  met  accordingly  on  the  8th  of  October; 
two  umpires  were  appointed,  and  the  remaining  15/.  was 
deposited  by  each  party  with  the  defendant  as  stakeholder. 
The  20L  paid  on  behalf  of  the  Birmingham  club  was  paid 
for  them  by  the  plaintifPi  as  their  agent.  The  game  was 
played  to  the  end  of  the  first  day,  when  the  Warwick 
club  was  sixteen  runs  ahead,  and  had  eight  men  to  go 
in.  No  objection  was  then  made  to  any  of  the  players. 
On  the  following  morning  the  Birmingham  club  objected 
to  one  of  the  Warwick  eleven,  stating  that  he  belonged  to 
another  club,  and  refused  to  play  out  the  game.  The 
wickets  were  pitched,  and  the  umpire  appointed  by  the 
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Warwiek  club  called  "  play'*  at  eleven  o'clock.  The  Bk- 
ndngham  club,  however,  refused  to  play  out  the  match, 
and  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  notice  not  to  pay  over 
their  deposit  to  the  Waruiek  club,  but  to  repay  it  to  him. 
Before  the  commencetnent  of  this  action  the  whole  of  the 
money  was  paid  over  by  TerriU  to  the  Warwiek  ckib,  on 
their  entering  into  an  agreement  to  indemnify  him.  The 
learned  Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff;  but  gave  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  9QL  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  maintainable. 

Hun^ey  having  in  the  last  terra  obtained  a  nrie  ao- 
cordingly — 

OouUmrnf  Seijt.,  and  HiU,  shewed  cause.— The  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  deposit,  as  the  contract  was 
not  illegal.  The  statute  9  Anntet  c.  14,  does  not  make  omh 
tracts  relating  to  gaming  void,  but  seemriiiesp.wen  to  enfince 
them.  The  words  of  the  first  section  are,  '*  That  all  notes, 
bills,  bonds,  judgments,  mortgages,  or  other  securities  what- 
soever, given,  granted,  or  entered  into  by  any  person  what- 
soever, where  the  whole  or  part  of  the  consideration  of 
such  securities  shall  be  for  any  money,  or  other  valuable 
thing  whatsoever,  won  by  gaming,  or  playing  at  cards, 
dice,  tables,  tennis,  bowls,  or  other  game  or  games  whatso- 
ever, or  betting  on  such  games,  &c«,  shall  be  utterly  void." 
That  was  the  only  point  before  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
J^reys  V.  WalUr  (a),  which  wasan  action  crfdebc  on  a  bond 
given  as  a  collateral  security  for  nK>ney  won  by  betting  at 
cricket ;  and  though  the  Court  inclined  to  think  cricket  wss 
a  game  within  the  first  section,  and  that  the  Meeurity  wss 
void,  yet  no  judgment  was  given.  That,  however,  wasdearly 
within  the  statute,  as  it  was  the  security  that  was  sought  to 
be  enforced,  [Baytey,  B.— It  is  not  essential  that  the  game 


{a)  1  Wik.220. 
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should  be  an  illegal  gimie].    At  common  law,  unless  the  ^*c^*  qfPkat, 
game  was  unlawful,  the  contract  would  not  have  been  ^ 

▼Old ;  and  this  statute  only  makes  void  securities  given  to       Hodioh 
enforce  the  payment  of  the  gambling  debt.    The  giimes      terrill. 
to  which  the  statute  applies  are  not  such  as  the  common 
law  would  take  nptice  of  and  prohibit  as  being  mala  in  se* 
This  was  not,  therefore,  money  paid  on  an  illegal  consi- 
deration.    [Bajflejff  B. — It  is  the  amount  that  makes  bet^ 
ting  illegal  by  the  statute ;  and  a  game  may  be  legal,  yet  a 
security  given  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  debt  on  it 
may  be  illegal,  as  a  foot-race.    Lynal  v.  Langbotiom  (a)]. 
That  was  an  action  on  the  statute,  but  it  is  submitted 
that  there  the  money  could  not  have  been  recovered  back 
in  an  action  at  common  law.     There  are  many  autho- 
rities which  shew  that  the  contract  is  not  void,  though 
the  security  given  to  enforce  it  would  be  so.     Barjeau  v. 
Walmshy{b);  Robinson  v.  Bland  (e)\   Vaughan  v.  IFAi^ 
comb  {d) ;   Walpole  v.  Saunders  (s) ;  Aleinbrook  v.  Hall  (/)• 
Unless  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  brings  himself  within  the 
^nd  section  of  the  statute,  he    cannot  recover.      The 
words  are,   ''That  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever 
who  shall  at  any  time  or  sitting,  by  playing  at  cards,  dice, 
tables,  or  any  other  game  or  games  whatsoever,  or  by 
betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  play  at  any 
of  the  games  aforesaid,  lose  to  any  one  or  more  person 
or  persons,  so.  playing  or  betting,  in  the  whole  the  sum  or 
value  of  10/.,  and  shall  pay  or  deliver  the  same,  or  any 
part  thereof,  the  person  or  persons  so  losing  and  paying 
or  delivering  the  same  shall  be  at  liberty,  within  three 
months  then  next,  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  goods  so 
lost  and  paid  or  delivered,  or  any  part  thereof,  from  the  re- 
spective winner  and  winners  thereof,  with  costs  of  suit,  by 

(a)  2  Wils.  36.  (cQ  2  N.  R.  413. 

(b)  2  Stra.  1249.  (e)  7  D.  &  R.  130. 

(c)  2  Burr.  1077-  (/)  2  Wils.  309. 

Q  qq2 
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whatsoever ;  and,  according  to  the  general  rule  stated  by  ^^ 
Holroyd,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Whitnash  (a),  "  that  preceding 
particular  words  control  subsequent  general  wordsj**  the 
words  ''and  other  game  or  games  whatsoever'*  must  be  con- 
strued to  mean  **  games  ejusdem  generis  with  those  pre- 
viously mentioned/  But,  even  if  this  be  a  game  within 
the  statute,  then,  as  the  statute  nowhere  avoids  the  con- 
tract, the  party  who  seeks  to  recover  must  pursue  the 
statutable  remedy.  If  the  Legislature  had  intended  to 
avoid  the  contract,  they  would  have  expressly  done  so,  as 
in  16  Car.  2,  c.  7.  But,  if  the  contract  is  illegal,  even 
the  rule,  in  pari  delicto,  potior  est  conditio  possidentis 
applies.  Howson  v.  Hancock  {b);  Vandyck  v.  Hewitt  (c). 
The  5th  section  is  inapplicable,  as  that  refers  only  to 
cases  where  the  money  has  been  fraudulently  won. 

The  Court,  without  hearing  Humfrey  in  support  of 
the  rule,  were  proceeding  to  give  judgment,  when  a 
doubt  suggested  itself  whether  the  money  could  be  consi- 
dered '*  as  lost  at  any  time  or  sitting,"  within  the  words  of 
the  ^nd  section,  as  the  game  was  not  decided  till  the  se- 
cond day,  and  they  desired  Humfrey  to  address  himself 
to  this  point. 

Humfrey. — The  act  does  not  say  on  one  day,  but 
**  at  any  time  or  sitting."  A  horse-race,  though  not  de- 
cided until  after  three  heats,  would  be  within  the  statute. 
[Bayleyy  B. — There  are  cases  which  shew  that  different  sit- 
tings, if  on  the  same  day,  though  at  intervals,  may  be  taken 
as  one.  Bones  v.  Booth  (d).  If  the  company  do  not  part,  it 
is  one  sitting].  The  money  is  lost  at  one  time,  namely,  on  the 
second  day.     [Bayley,  B.— But  it  is  the  transactions  of 


(a)  7  B.  &.  C.  601.  (c)  1  East,  96. 

(b)  8  T.  R.  676.  {d)  2  Black.  Rep.  1226. 
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^^1^1*"'   ^*^  ^^  ^^  produce  the  km].    The  worda  "  any  time 

v^ — '     or  uttiog"  are  not  to  be  k)  strictly  oonndered,  or  othnwiae 

Hoiwoir       the  LegtsUture  would  hive  lued  the  sune  phnse  u  in 

TiKKiLL.     sectim  fire,  where  the  words  are,  "  any  one  time  or 

Bitting.*' 

He  wu  then  stopped  by  the  Court- 

Baylev,  B-— I  wBfl  stating  the  reasons  which  mfluenced 
myjudgnienttbeotherdsyiwhenlwaBintemiptedbyadoubt, 
iHiich  struck  my  mind  on  coming  to  certun  words  in  the  act 
of  Parliament,  and  it'occurred  to  me  that  I  ought  to  stop 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  time  to  consider  their  effect ;  that 
occasioned  us  to  delay  the  delivering  of  our  o|Mnioni  and 
I  am  now  ready  to  go  on.  The  fint  question  was,  whe- 
ther where  a  party  has  deposited  a  sum  of  money  exceed* 
ing  lOL  with  a  stakeholder,  to  abide  the  event  of  a  match 
at  cricket)  the  game  for  that  stake  is  illegal  t  We 
are  of  opinion,  on  full  consideration,  that  it  is.  The 
words  of  the  second  clause  of  the  statute  have  been  held, 
in  many  cases,  to  be  aa  comprehensive  as  those  in  the 
first,  although  the  former  mentions  the  game  of  tennis  and 
bowls,  and  the  latter  does  not:  that  is  the  reasonable 
construction  of  the  clause,  and  admits  of  no  doubt,  and 
both  have  been  decided  to  apply  to  foot-races,  although 
not  mentioned  in  either  clause.  The  Court,  therefore, 
see  no  reason  for  confining  the  operation  of  the  words  to 
games  of  chance  only,  but  are  of  opinion  that  the  statute 
applies  to  other  games.  The  title  and  preamble  of  tlie 
statute  express  the  object  to  he  the  preventing  of  exces- 
sive gaming,  that  is,  the  restraining  gaming  for  stakes 
higher  than  the  sum  thereby  fixed,  by  making  such 
gaming  illegal.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  the  se- 
cond section,  being  connected  with  the  first,  enables  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  stakehokler  the  money  which 
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he  had  deposited  with  him,  before  the  stakeholder  had  £• 
paid  it  over  to  the  other  party  ?  The  statute  says,  that,  **  if 
persons  losing  the  sum  or  value  of  10/.,  by  any  of  the  afore- 
said games,  shall  pay  or  deliver  the  same^or  any  part  there- 
of, they  shall  be  at  liberty,  within  three  months  then  next, 
to  sue  for  and  recover  the  same  from  the  winner,  with 
costs  of  suit,  by  action  of  debt."  If,  therefore,  the  loser 
pays  the  money  lost,  he  may  recover  it  back  within  three 
months,  but  he  must  proceed  by  the  special  mode  pointed 
out  by  the  act,  that  is,  by  action  of  debt,  within  the  li- 
mited period;  but,  if  the  loser  pay,  and  does  not  bring  an 
action  within  the  time  appointed,  the  Legislature  has  pro- 
vided other  means  for  its  recovery.  There  are  provi- 
sions in  the  act  which  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  any  reason- 
able mind  that  it  was  intended  to  make  it  improper  to 
pay;  the  Legislature  meant  to  prevent  the  practice; 
and  for  that  purpose  the  act  provides,  that,  if  the  loser 
does  not  bring  an  action  within  the  limited  time,  any 
other  person  may  sue  the  winner  for  the  same,  and  treble 
the  value,  with  costs  of  suit,  one  moiety  for  himself,  and 
the  other  for  the  poor.  Then  follows  a  provision  in  the 
third  section,  that  every  person  liable  to  be  sued  shall  be 
compellable  to  discover,  on  oath  iki  Chancery,  the  sum 
lost.  Now  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  impossible  to  read 
the  whole  of  the  provisions  without  seeing  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature,  that,  when  stakes  to  that 
amount  should  be  lost,  they  should  not  be  paid  to  the 
winner.  It  follows,  tlierefore,  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
that  the  money  may  be  stopped  in  the  hands  of  the  stake- 
holder ;  and,  if  so,  the  depositor  may  recover  it  back  from 
him  by  action  for  money  had  and  received.  In  tiiis  case 
there  was  a  dispute  whether  the  money  was  lost  or  not, 
but  the  Court  do  not  fbund  their  opinion  on  that.  We 
take  it  for  granted  that  the  money  was  lost,  but  the 
stakeholder,  having  been  directed  not   to   pay  it  over, 
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^^"'■C^'w.  was  bound  not  to  Jo  bo,  and,  after  that  notice,  did  it  in 

'833.        ,.  ™         .  ,     . 

K.^..,^^_j     Ills    own    wrong.      l,ben   it  was     suggested     in    argu- 

UoDK»  ment,  that,  if  tbe  plaintiff  had  aay  right,  his  only  reniedy 
Tekbill.  was  by  action  of  debt,  to  be  brought  against  tbe  winner,  and 
within  three  months.  But  we  must  look  at  what  the  action 
is :  it  is  not  against  tbe  winner,  and  therefore  the  form  is 
not  necessarily  debt,  nor  is  it  limited  to  three  months. 
Where  a  parly  has  money  put  into  his  bands  to  pay  to  an- 
other, which  it  would  be  illegal  in  the  other  to  receive,  the 
person  placing  it  there  would  hare  a  right  to  stop  it,  and 
prevent  the  holder,  by  due  notice,  from  paying  it  over  to 
the  other,  and  he  might  recover  it  by  the  ordinary  remedy 
for  obtaining  possession  of  money  belonging  to  him  in  the 
hands  of  another.  The  form  of  action  therefore  is  right 
and  proper.  It  was  suggested  in  argument,  that  if  the 
stake  was  illegal  the  deposit  was  equally  illegal,  ar.d 
that  the  "laTtiw  meUor  ett  conditio  potMidentit  ap- 
plied. In  Haiteiow  v.  Jackson  (a)  the  wager  wasctearly 
illegal,  the  subject  of  it  being  a  boxing  match,  and 
yet  tlicre  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  stakeholder,  who  had  paid  over  ttie 
money  after  notice,  his  own  stake,  as  money  had  and  re* 
ceived  to  his  use.  That  shews  that  the  right  of  the  party 
making  the  deposit  to  recover  back  the  money  was  not 
taken  uway  by  reason  of  the  illegality.  At  present  I  have 
said  nothing  about  the  point  which  was  the  occasion  of  our 
staying  the  delivering  of  our  judgment.  It  was  an  objection 
which  had  not  occurred  to  counsel,  who  were  not  likely  lo 
have  overlooked  it  if  well  founded,  which  presented  itself 
to  my  raind ;  but  for  which,  on  further  consideration,  1  am 
convinced  there  was  no  foundation.  The  words  are,  "  who 
shall  lose,  &c.,  at  any  time  or  sitting ;"  and,  as  this  game 
was  not  over  in  one  day,  I  had  considered  that  they  did 
not  apply  in  tliis  case ;  but  on  deliberation  I  am  satisfied 

(«)  8B.&C.  221. 
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lliat  those  words  must  be  taken  to  mean  nothing  more  ^ 
than  one  transaction,  as  if  the  bet  had  been,  as  was  < 
suggested  by  my  brother  Bottandg  to  go  1000  miles  in 
1000  hours.  Such  a  wager  must  necessarily  take  up  more 
time  than  one  day,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that,  if  the  stakes 
were  illegal  as  to  the  amount,  they  would  be  recoverable. 
In  Bones  v.  Booth  (o),  Blacisionef  J.,  puts  the  proper  con- 
struction on  the  statute;  he  says,  *'  to  lose  10/.  at  one  time  is 
to  lose  it  by  a  single  stake  or  bet ;  at  one  sitting,  to  lose  it 
in  a  course  of  play,  when  the  company  never  part,  though 
the  person  may  not  be  actually  gaming  the  whole  time.'* 

Vaughan,  B. — The  question  here  turns  not  on  the 
legality  of  the  game,  but  on  the  amount  of  the  stake  ren- 
dering it  illegal.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  so  large  as 
to  include  every  species  of  play,  and  the  object  of  it  was, 
not  to  put  down  the  game,  but  the  illegal  betting.  The 
words  of  the  first  section  of  the  statute  apply  only  to  ren- 
dering securities  given  to  secure  a  sum  lost  at  play  void, 
but  the  words  of  the  second  section  apply  expressly  to  all 
games  whatsoever  where  the  party  loses,  by  playing  or  bet- 
ting, to  the  amount  of  10/.  at  one  time  or  sitting.  The  fifth 
section  applies  to  a  case  where  the  winners  have  been 
guilty  of  fraud  and  cheating,  and  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  like  the  present.  Another  question  here  is,  whether 
the  action  for  money  had  and  received  can  be  maintained. 
The  cases  of  Robinson  v.  Mearns  (6),  and  Bate  v.  Cart" 
Wright  (c),  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  action  for 
money  had  and  received  lies  against  a  stakeholder,  if  the 
money  be  demanded  before  he  pays  it  over ;  and  in  /2a- 
binson  v.  Mearns,  Holroyd,  J.,  says,  *^  The  right  of  the 
party  to  recover  back  a  deposit  does  not  depend  upon 
whether  the  wager  be  illegal  and  void,  or  whether  it  be  won 
or  lost ;  but  upon  whether  the  stakeholder  has  received  it 

(a)  2  Bl.  Rep.  1226.         (6}  6  D.  &  R.  26.  (c)  7  Price,  540. 
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on  an  illegal  consideration^  for  if  be  has  lie  is  bound  to 
refund  it.*' 

BoLLAND  and  Gurnby,  Bs.^  concurred. 

Rule  absolute* 


The  mitUke  of 
Lawnnee  in- 
stead of  XOMT- 
rtnee,  in  the 
name  of  the  de- 
fendant in  a 
writ  of  ei^pteff,  it 
immaterial.     It 
it  fluffident  in  a 
writ  of  eapku  to 
deicribe  the  de- 
fendant ai  of 
Ktnt  SiruU  in 
the  county  of 
Surr9$» 

A  writ  of  CO- 
pku  wai  indors- 
ed "Bail  for  40^ 
and  upwards,  by 
affidavit  :">- 
Aeltf  sufficient 

There  need 
not  be  a  date  to 
the  indorsement 
on  the  writ  of 


Wbbb  t».  Lawrbncb. 

XHE  capias  in  this  case  described  the  defendant  as 
Lawnnce  instead  of  Lawretice,  and  it  went  on  to  describe 
him  only  as  "of  Keni  Street,  in  the  county  of  Surrey  J* 
The  indorsement  upon  the  capias  had  no  date,  and  the 
part  of  the  indorsement  which  relates  to  biul  was,  *'  Bail  for 
40/.  and  upwards,  by  affidarit." 

Mansel  having  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the 
capias f  and  discharging  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on 
these,  amongst  other  grounds,  cause  was  now  shown  by 

CrowdcTf  who  contended|^r«/,  that  the  variance  in  the 
letter  was  immaterial,  the  name  being  idem  sonans ;  se- 
condly,  that  the  form  in  the  schedule  of  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act  requires  no  such  particularity  of  description 
of  residence  of  the  defendant,  it  being  merely  *'  C«  D*,  of 

;"  thirdly i  that  the  form  of  indorsement  with  respect 

to  bail  is  also  complied  with — the  form  given  by  the  sche- 
dule is  *'  bail  for  £  by  affidavit,'*  and  here  the  blank  is 
filled  up  with  the  words  40^  and  upwards;  and,  lastly, 
that  no  date  is  required  by  the  schedule  to  be  indorsed 
upon  the  writ 

Mansel,  contrh,  admitted  that  he  could  not  support 
the  rule  on  the  first  ground,  as  the  name  in  the  capias 
was  idem  sonans  with  the  real  name  of  the  defendant. 
He  contended,   that  the  objection  to   the  residence  of 
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the  defendant  not  being  sufficiently  stated  was  fatal,  and  & 
referred  to  the  schedule  as  to  the  writ  of  summons,  which  v, 
is  required  to  contain  the  place  and  county  where   the 

defendant  resides — **  To  C.  D.^  of ,  in  the  county  of     I 

,  greeting;"  and  he  argued  that  this  particularity  was 

of  much  more  consequence  in  the  case  of  a  capias  than  in 
that  of  a  summons;  that  here  neither  the  number,  street, 
nor  parish  was  mentioned,  and  that  the  description  as  of 
Keni  Street^  in  the  county  of  Surrey ^  was  much  too 
▼ague.  As  to  the  third  objection,  he  said  that  it  was 
quite  uncertain  for  what  sum  the  bail  was  to  be  takeii ;  and 
that  the  indorsement  on  the  writ  was  bad  as  a  direction 
to  the  officer,  as  it  left  it  uncertain  for  what  amount  he 
was  to  take  baiL  As  to  the  last  objection^  he  argued  that 
the  date  should  be  on  the  indorsement,  and  that  it  was 
always  so  in  practice. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — The  first  objection  is  aban- 
doned. With  respect  to  the  second,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  form  in  the  schedule  is  sufficiently  complied  with  by 
describing  the  defendant  as  of  Kent  Street^  in  the  county 
of  Surrey;  a  place  and  county  are  given^  and  the  act  does 
not  require  the  number  of  the  house  or  the  parish  to  be 
specified.  With  regard  to  the  objection  as  to  the  mark- 
ing for  bail,  it  is  dear  that  the  defendant  could  not  have 
been  held  to  bail  for  more  than  40/. ;  and  I  think  that  the 
form  in  the  act  is  sufficiently  complied  with  in  that  re- 
spect. As  to  the  objection  that  there  b  no  date  on  the 
indorsement^  upon  reading  No.  4,  in  the  schedule,  it  is 
clear  that  no  such  date  is  requisite. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was — 

discharged,  with  costs. 
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^B««ft*^'P<Mf«  is  no  proviabn  as  to  any  payment  in  fetpect of  k.    It 

contended,  that  the  stipulation  to  leave  the  manure  for 
the  use  of  the  lessors  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  tenant's 
being  paid  for  what  was  so  left;  that  the  custom  to  pay 
for  the  manure  might  be  ingrafted  upon  the  engagement 
to  leave  it  for  the  use  of  the  lessors.  But,  if  the  parties 
meant  to  be  govemed  by  the  custom  in  this  respect,  there 
was  no  necessity  for  any  stipulation^  as,  by  the  custom, 
the  tenant  would  be  bound  to  leave  the  manure,  and  would 
be  entitled  to  be  paid  for  it.  It  was  altogether  idk, 
therefore,  to  provide  for  <me  part  of  that  which  wss 
sufficiently  provided  for  by  the  custom,  unless  it  wss 
intended  to  exclude  the  other  part.  We  are  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  he  paid 
for  the  manure,  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Paynter  v.  Williams. 

A  pauper  whoM  AsSUMPSIT  on  a  surgeon's  bill.  The  plaintiff,  a 
^e'^hrf'!#r  surgeon,  had  attended  in  the  parish  of  St.  Florence  s 
r^^  fj}***  A  V^^^^^  legally  settled  in  the  parish  of  Gumfreeion,  and  the 
whiiit  there  re-  defendant  was  one  of  the  parish  officers  of  the  latter  parish. 
theVrith  of  J.,  The  paupor  had  for  some  time  resided  in  the  parish  ofSt 
r^rwaT^'diT"  JR^^wctf,  and  had  formerly  received  reUef,  whilst  residing 
continued,  the     there,  from  the  parish  of  Gun^reeion,  which  had  been  dis- 

oyeneen  object-  ,  ,*,  ,.     ,  .  it     •       «• 

ing  to  pay  any  cootmued,  and  be  was  told  that  they  would  give  him  no 
F«!u]^r  remoTed  further  allowance  whilst  he  remained  out  of  his  own  parish. 
^"  u  ^^k  "'^  ^'  He  was  afterwards  taken  iU,  and  for  eight  or  nine  weeks 

nih.    Thepau-  »  -o 

per  was  tub-       was  attended  by  the  plaintiff.  After  the  plaintiff's  attend. 

fequently  taken 

ill  and  attended 

by  an  apothecary,  who,  after  attokUng  hhs  nine  weeks,  sent  a  letter  to  Iho  o^tnecn  of  Jt  ^"9^ 

the  receipt  of  which  they  directed  the  allowance  to  be  renewed,  and  it  was  continued  to  the  time 

of  the  pauper's  decease  i—Heldt  tkat  the  orerseers  of  A,  were  liable  to  pay  so  much  of  the  apotbecar/* 

bill  as  was  incurred  after  the  letter  was  received. 
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ance  had  continued  thus  long,  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  was  ' 
aent  by  the  pauper's  wife  to  the  overseers  of  Qmmm 
Jreiianf  the  contents  of  which  did  not  appear,  but  the  over- 
seer said  the  attendance  began  before  the  letter  caae ;  the 
result,  however,  was,  that  the  overseers  ordered  the  allow- 
ance for  maintaiance  to  be  renewed,  and  it  was  con- 
tinued to  the  time  of  the  pauper's  death.  At  the  trial 
before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  at  P<?m- 
broke,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  with  liberty  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  the  bill,  or  such  part  as 
the  Court  should  think  proper.  A  rule  having  been  ob- 
tained accordingly — 

£.  V»  Williams  shewed  cause. — In  thb  case  there  is  no 
express  promise  from  the  defendant  to  pay  the  bill,  and, 
as  the  parish  in  which  the  party  had  a  settlement  was 
under  no  legal  obligation  to  provide  medical  assistance 
for  him  during  illness,  whilst  he  was  residing  in  an- 
other parish,  the  law  will  not  raise  an  implied  pronuse. 
Watson  V.  Turner  will,  perhaps,  be  cited  on  the  other 
side ;  but,  in  fact,  that  case  is  an  authority  to  shew, 
that,  where  there  is  only  a  moral  consideration,  there 
must  be  an  express  promise.  It  is  three  times  report- 
ed in  BulL  N.  P.  (a) ;  but  it  appears  in  the  first  re- 
port only  that  the  pauper  resided  out  of  the  parish  to 
which  he  belonged.  The  case,  therefore,  has  often  been 
cited  without  adverting  to  that  fact;  and  has  been  dis- 
cussed as  if  there  had  been  both  a  legal  and  moral  obli- 
gadon,  which  would  have  been  the  case  if  the  pauper 
had  resided  within  the  parish.  But  since,  as  appears 
by  the  first  report,  in  fact  the  pauper,  in  that  case,  re- 
sided out  of  the  parish,  there  was  a  moral  consideration 
only,  and,  if  there  had  been  no  express  promise,  the  ac- 
tion could  not  have  been  maintained.  The  decision  of 
Watson  V.  Turner  was  regarded  in  this  light  by  the  Court 

(a)  Pages  129,  147,  &  2Sl. 
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Exek.  ef  Pleas,  in  AiktHi  v»  Banwett  {a),  where  it  was  expressly  decided 
->  that  the  law  will  not  raise  an  implied  promise,  in  the 
Patktbr  parish  where  the  pauper  is  settled,  to  reimburse  the 
Williams,  money  laid  out  by  the  other  parish,  in  which  be  hap- 
pened to  be,  in  providing  medical  assistance  for  him. 
And  Lord  EUenborough,  adverting  to  the  fact,  that  in 
Watson  y.  Turner  there  was  a  special  promise  to  pay  the 
plaintiff's  bill  after  it  was  contracted,  says, ''  The  last  cir- 
cumstance makes  all  the  difference.  A  moral  obligation 
is  a  good  consideration  for  an  express  promise  ;  but  it  has 
never  been  carried  farther,  so  as  to  raise  an  implied  pro- 
mise in  law."  But,  in  every  other  case,  it  has  been  held 
that  a  legal  as  well  as  a  moral  obligation  is  necessary. 
Lamb  v.  Bunce  (6),  and  Tomlinson  v.  Bental  (c),  were  all 
cases  of  casual  poor,  where  the  parishes  sought  to  be 
charged  were  under  a  legal  obligation  to  provide  for  acci- 
dental illness.  Wing  v.  MiU{d),  is  the  only  authority 
the  defendant  has  to  contend  with.  [Bayley^  B. — The 
action  there  was  not  against  all  the  overseers,  but  against 
the  one  who  made  the  promise].  The  remarks  of  Lord 
EUenborotigh  and  'Bayley^  J.,  as  to  the  overseer  having, 
by  his  acknowledgment,  subjected  the  parish  to  a  legal 
obligation,  are  extrajudicial,  because  there  was,  in  that 
case,  both  a  moral  obligation  and  an  express  promise. 
The  receipt  of  relief,  during  illness,  cannot  distinguish 
this  from  the  other  cases;  since  the  passing  of  the  35  Geo. 
3,  c.  101,  s.  S,  which  enables  justices  to  make  an  order  of 
removal,  and  suspend  it  if  it  should  appear  that  the  poor 
person  is  unable  to  travel  by  reason  of  sickness,  and  that 
the  charges  incurred  by  the  suspension  shall  be  paid  by 
the  officers  of  the  parish  to  which  he  is  ordered  to  be  re- 
moved, it  is  the  fault  of  the  officers  of  the  parish 
where  a  pauper  is  residing  if  they  choose  to  maintain 
him   whilst    he    remains   there,   because    the    overseer 

(a)  2  East,  604.  (c)  6  B.  &  C.  738. 

(b)  4  M.  &  S.  276.  (d)  1  B.  &  A.  104. 
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may  obtain  an  order  and  suspend  it,   and,  by  a  second  i 
order,  may  get  the  expenses  incurred  during   the   sus- 
pension.    The  overseers  of  St.  Florence  ought  here  to 
have  relieved  themselves  in  this  way.     If  there  had  been 
a  legal  duty  on  the  overseers  of  Gumfresion,  an  indictment 
would  lie  for  not  performing  that  duty ;  but  no  indictment 
could  here  have  been  maintained  against  them  if  the  pau- 
per had  died  for  want  of  medical  aid  when  he  was  not  in 
their  parish.     Besides,  a  question  of  settlement  cannot  be 
tried  in  an  action  like  the  present.     [Lord    Lyndhurst, 
C.  B. — If  medical  attendance  is  necessary,  the  overseers 
are  bound  to  provide  it ;  they  might  indeed  require  him 
to  be  first  removed].     That  is  applicable  to  the  overseers 
of  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  is  at  the  time.  Le  Blanc, 
J.,  says,  in  Atkins  v.  BanweU  (a),  ^*  There  was  a  moral  as 
well  as  a  legal  obligation  to  maintain  the  pauper  in  his 
illness  in  the  parish  where  he  was  at  the  time."     If  any 
legal  presumption  is  raised  by  giving  medicines  to  a  pau- 
per, so  it  would  from  giving  other  necessaries ;  but  it  cannot 
be  said,  that  if  an  overseer  of  a  parish  allowed  a  certain 
sum  per  week  to  an  out-parishioner,  and  the  overseer  in 
which  he  lives  allows  more,  that  he  could  maintain  an 
action  for  the  surplus.     The  legal  obligation  exists  only 
where  the  pauper  is  in  the  parish.     SeconcUy,  if  there  be 
a  legal  obligation,  do  the  circumstances  raise  an  implied  as- 
sumpsit? In  Lamb  v.  Bunce,  the  overseer  frequently  visited 
the  pauper ;  and  in  Tamlifiton  v,  Bentall,  the  churchwar- 
den directed  a  doctor  to  be  sent  for.    Those  were  circum- 
stances from  which  a  promise  to  pay  would  necessarily  be 
implied.    Here  there  is  no  retainer  by  the  defendant  from 
which  any  such  implied  promise  can  be  inferred.    [Lord 
Lyndhurst,  C.  B. — After  the  surgeon  had  commenced  his 
attendances  there  was  a  communication  by  letter  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  there  is  no  repudiation ;  is  not  that  enough  ? 

(a)  2  East,  506.  . 
VOL.  I.  II  H  H 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,    Bavlet/f  B. — The  demand  is  not  entire.     There  may  be  a 

^     claim  on  the  parish  officers  for  what  was  incurred  after 

Payntcr       that  letter,  though  the  surgeon  was  not  entitled  to  it  be- 

WiLLiAus.     fore].    This  differs  from  the  ordinary  cases  of  casual  poor, 

which  are  cases  of  accidents  happening  to  a  person  whilst 

in  a  parish  in  which  he  is  not  settled,  and  are  cases  in 

which  immediate  attention  is  essential;  here  the  parish  might 

have  contested  their  liabilityi  or  sent  their  own  surgeon. 

In  Lamb  v.  Bunce,  Le  BhnCf  J.,  states^  that  the  plaintiff 

was  in  the  habit  of  attending  the  parish  poor ;  thereforei 

he  was  not  a  stranger,  but  a  person  pointed  out  by  the 

parish  as  the  person  to  attend  to  this  duty,  and  it  was 

from  that  circumstance  that  the  presumption  of  a  previous 

request  arose :  it  did  not  arise  from  the  legal  obligation  or 

the  mere  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff*  bad  attended. 

J.  Evans,  and  Whitcambe,  conird. — The  argument  for 
the  plaintiff  will  be  confined  to  the  question  of  legal  liabi- 
lity, because  the  Court  will,  probably,  be  of  opinion,  that, 
if  a  legal  liability  is  established,  the  circumstances  are 
sufficient  to  raise  an  implied  promise.  If  the  Court  are 
not  prepared  to  overrule  the  case  of  Wing  v.  Mill  (a),  it 
must  govern  the  present  case.  It  has  been  said  on  the 
other  side,  that  it  was  only  necessary  to  throw  overboard 
the  €Ucta  of  the  learned  Judges  in  that  case;  but,  if  there 
was  no  legal  liability  to  supply  the  pauper  with  medical 
attendance  in  that  case,  then  the  decision  was  wrong. 
The  principle  seems  to  be,  that  where  the  illness  of  the 
pauper  is  permanent,  and  does  not  proceed  from  such  an 
accident  as  compels  the  parish  in  which  the  accident  hap- 
pens to  relieve  him  as  casual  poor,  the  overseers  of  the 
parish  where  he  is  settled  are  liable,  if  they  know  of  a  sar- 
geon  attending  him,  and  do  not  interfere  to  forbid  such 
attendance.   It  has  been  said,  that  no  persons  can  be  con- 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  104. 
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8idered  as  casual  poor  in  the  parish  where  they  are  pet-  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 
manently  resident^  but  that  auch  persons  only  ard  oastial    ^  ^^'  ^ 
poor  as  are  in  the  parish  without  the  intention  of  remain-      Payntek 
ing.     [Bollandf  B. — I  think  that  the  definition  of  casual     y^tJ^'tj^„t. 
poor  cannot  be  so  confined.     In  Rex  v.  Chatham  (a),  Lord 
EUenborough  lays  down  the  rule  much  wider].     In  No- 
lan^s  Poor  Laws  {b),  the  definition  of  casual  poor  is  thus 
given: — "  When  a  poor  person,  not  settled  in  a  parish,  be- 
comes chargeable,  from  accident,  sudden  calamity,  or  any 
other  circumstance,  he  (bHs  within  the  description  of  casual 
poor."    [Bayley^  B. — If  he  had  been  removed  to  his  own 
parish,  then  the  parish  ofiicers  and  surgeon  would  have  had 
an  opportunity  of  seeing  and  considering  what  necessary 
medical  attendance  he  required.    Is  there  any  obligation 
in  a  parish  to  pay  any  man  who,  without  their  knowledge, 
is  called  in  to  attend  ?]    Whether  or  not,  there  is  a  legal 
liability  for  surgical  attendance  without  having  had  a  pre- 
vious knowledge  that  it  was  required ;  there  is  here  evi- 
dence to  shew,  that  the  officers  knew  of  the  medical  at- 
tendance.    All  the  cases  where  moral  obligation  has  been 
mentioned  were  equally  cases  of  legal  obligation.    There 
is  no  moral  obligation,  distinct  from  legal  obligation,  which 
attaches  on  overseers.     If  any  class  of  persons  were  with- 
out a  legal  claim  to  relief,  there  might  be  a  moral  obliga- 
tion; but  the  liability  depends  on  statute,  which  is  a  legal 
liability;  and  every  one  has  a  right  to  claim  relief,  eithet 
where  he  resides  or  in  the  parish  where  he  is  settled. 
There  has  been  a  misunderstanding  of  the  term  **  moral 
obligation,"  as  distinct  from  legal  obligation.    The  term 
**  moral  obligation,"  as  applied  to  cases  of  this  sort,  was 
introduced  by  Watson  v.  Turner  (e).     That  has  been  con- 
sidered as  an  authority  that  an  express  promise  upon  a 
moral  obligation  will  support  an  assumpsit.     But  the  case 
of  Waison  v.  Turner  has  been  very  considerably  doubted ; 

(n)  8  East,  498.         (b)  Vol.  2,  p.  43?.        (c)  BuU.  N.  P.  129. 

H  H  h2 
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^^■.SU'^'  *"^  "  *  "Ote  to  the  case  of  WetmaU  v.  Adney  (a),  the 
\^_^^_'  learned  Reportere  treat  it  as  erroneous,  aod  endeavour 
PiTMTBK  to  account  for  the  origin  of  the  mistake.  The  term 
W4LUAM*.  "  moral  obligation"  wag  prohably  used  in  Watton  t. 
Tvmer  in  contradistinction  to  "  no  moral  obligation," 
not  to  a  legal  obligation:  distinguishing  it  from  a  case 
where  there  is  an  obligation,  and  where  there  is  none. 
Now,  what  obhgation  can  there  be  in  WaUon  \.  Turner? 
It  was  an  action  brought  by  an  apothecary  against  the 
OTerseers  of  a  parish  for  the  cure  of  a  pauper  "  who 
boarded  with  her  son  out  of  the  parish."  She  was  sud- 
denly uken  ill,  and  ber  son  called  in  the  plaintiff,  who 
attended  her  four  months.  After  the  cure,  the  overseer 
was  applied  to,  and  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  bill. 
The  Court  said,  that,  "  though  there  was  no  precedent 
request  from  the  overseers,  yet  the  promise  was  good, 
notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  for  overseers  are 
tmder  a  moral  obligation  to  provide  for  the  poor."  It 
is  cited  by  Mr.  Serjeant  fVtlGamt,  in  WennaU  v.  Ad- 
ney,  as  a  case  of  legal  liability,  "  because  they  were 
bound  by  law  to  provide  for  the  poor."  Attins  t. 
Bamoell  was  a  case  of  casual  poor,  and  there  Le  Blanc, 
J.,  says,  "There  was  a  moral  as  well  as  legal  obliga- 
tion to  maintain  the  pauper  in  bis  illness  in  the  parish 
where  he  was  at  the  timei"  and  Lord  EUenbortmgk  says, 
"  A  moral  obligation  is  a  good  consideration  for  an  ex- 
press promise,  but  it  has  never  been  carried  farther,  so  bs  to 
raise  an  implied  promise  in  Uw."  [^Bayley,  B. — In  reality 
Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  thought  that  the  parish  in  which 
the  pauper  was  settled  was  under  no  legal  obligation  to 
pay  the  other  parish  for  medical  assistance  where  a  sud- 
den illness  occurs  there],  ff^ng  v,  MiU  was  a  case  of 
legal  obligation,  and  it  would  have  been  of  no  importance 
that  the  fdiintiff  was  desu-ed  to  make  out  bis  bill  to  WU- 

(<■)  3  D.  &  P.  249. 
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loughby  parish^  unless  there  had  been  such  legal  obli-  Exch,  rf  PUat, 
gation,  for  it  would  have  been  nudum  pactum.     It  is  clear     ^         '  ^ 
from  the  reasoning  used  by  the  Courts  that  they  would      Patnter 
have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  although  there  had     Williams. 
been  no  express  promise:  with  the  exception  of  the  ex- 
press promise,  the 'present  case  exactly  resembles  Wing  v. 
Mills.     The  fact  of  relief  distinguishes  this  case  from  Ai- 
kins  V.  Banwell,  and  brings  it  within  the  decision  in  TVing 
V.  Mill  {a).    [Bayleyj  B. — It  does  not  follow  that,  because 
pay  is  allowed  from  his  own  parish  for  a  pauper  in  another, 
that  his  own  parish  would  have  been  bound  to  pay  for 
medical  attendance  without  an  express  promise].     But  it 
shews  a  legal  obligation,  and  then  the  recognition  by  the 
overseers  after  the  receipt  of  the  letter  is  tantamount  to 
an  express   promise.     Lamb  v.  Bunce  (b),  and   Gent  v. 
Tomkins  (c),   were  both  cases  of  casual  poor.     In  Gent 
V.  Tomkins  it  was  held  that  ^^  the  parish  to  which    the 
pauper    belonged   was   under    no   obligation,   but    that 
the  parish   in  which   he  lay  ill  was  liable.      It  appears 
that  the  reason  given  was,  that  he  was  casual  poor  in 
the   parish   in  which    he   was    residing,    and    that   they 
were  therefore  bound   to  find    him  with  medical  assist- 
ance; and,  in  short,  that  it  was  nudum  pactum  as  regarded 
the  other  parish.     [Bayley^  B. — The  Court  granted  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  damages  ought  to  be 
confined  to  the  subsequent  attendance  on  the  faith  of  the 
promise].     Wing  v.  Mill  is  sustainable  only  on  the  ground 
of  legal  liability ;  for  if  that  were  taken  away,  then  the 
argument  of  the  learned  person  who  moved  for  a  new  trial 
would   have  been  unanswerable.     Copley^  Serjt.,  there 
states  the  true  ground :  *'  The  poor  laws  are  mere  arbitrary 
enactments,  and  do  not  carry  moral  obligations  beyond  the 
legal  liability,  which  in  this  case  attached  on  the  parish 
which  was  the  residence  of  the  pauper."    That  case  pro- 

(a)  I  B.  &  A.  104.        {h)  4  M.  &  S.  276.        (c)  1  D.  &  R.  641. 
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Exek,  of  Pktu,  ceeds  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  legal  obligation.  The 
^  previous  cases  proceed  on  the  same  ground.  The  ques- 
Patmtir  tion  here  then  is,  whether  the  present  is  the  case  of  a 
WiLUAMi.  Ti^oxdX  or  a  legal  obligation?  During  the  twelve  months 
that  the  plaintiff  attended  the  pauper^  the  illness  was  a 
gradual  decay ;  after  the  plaintiff  had  attended  some  time 
there  is  a  notice  given  by  him  to  the  overseers;  there  is 
no  doubt,  therefore,  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defen- 
dant that  the  plaintiff  attended  tS^x  he  had  received 
the  letter;  and  the  sum  of  13/.  It.  was  incurred  after  that 
time.  [Lord  Lyndkunt^  C.  B. — It  is  a  remarkable  cir- 
cumstance that  the  sum  originally  allowed  for  maintenance 
is  discontinued,  then  the  letter  is  written,  and  after  that 
the  overseers  renew  the  allowance;  is  not  that  as  much  as 
to  say,  that  the  pauper  is  to  remain  where  he  is?  I  think 
that  a  legal  obligation  arose  out  of  that  transaction.  If 
the  pauper  cannot  be  removed,  then  the  obligntion  is  on 
the  parish  where  the  pauper  is  residing  as  casual  poor; 
but  if  the  parish  where  the  pauper  is  settled  desire  that 
he  shall  not  be  removed,  then  a  legal  liability  attaches  on 
that  request.] 

Lord  Lynduurst,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
ought  to  be  a  verdict  entered  for  th^  pUintiff  for  so  much 
of  this  bill  as  was  incurred  after  the  letter  was  sent  by  the 
pauper's  wife.  I  come  to  this  conclusion  on  the  special 
and  peculiar  facts  of  this  case.  From  the  facts  of  the  Que 
it  appears  that  the  pauper,  being  settled  in  the  parish  of 
Crum/reston,  had  resided  for  some  time  in  the  parish  of  Si^ 
Florence/  that  he  had  during  that  time  had  an  allowance 
from  his  own  parish ;  that  allowance  was  afterwards  discon- 
tinued, the  overseers  saying  they  would  not  pay  him  any 
more  unless  he  removed  into  his  own  parish.  He  was 
afterwards  taken  ill,  and  attended  for  nine  weeks  by  the 
plaintiff;  then  a  letter  is  taken  over  to  the  overseers  of 
the  parish  of  Gum/reston  by  the  pauper's  wife,  and  tbey 
directed  the  allowance  to  be  renewed,  and  it  was  continued 
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to  the  death  of  the  pauper.   They  know,  therefore,  of  the  ^**^^/  '*'•«*• 
pauper's  being  there ;  that,  in  my  opinion,  amounts  to  a     n..«..^^J^/ 
request  oh  the  part  of  the  officers  that  the  pauper  should      Paymtbb 
not  be  removed,   and  to  a  promise  that  they  will  allow     WiLLiAy*. 
what  was  requisite.    They  knew  by  the  same  letter  of  the 
plaintiff's  attendance.    This,  in  my  opinion,  was  an  ac- 
ceptance of  the  plaintiff's  services,  and  created  a  legal 
liability. 

Batlby,  B.— I  am  of  opinion  that  the  parish  is  liable, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  the  present  action. 
The  legal  liability  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  enable  the  par- 
ty to  maintain  the  action^  without  a  retainer  or  adoption 
of  the  plaintiff  on  the  part  of  the  parish.  The  legal  lia- 
bility of  the  parish  does  not  give  any  one  who  chooses  to 
attend  a  pauper  and  supply  him  with  medicines  a  right  to 
call  on  them  for  payment.  It  is  their  duty  to  see  that  a 
proper  person  is  employed,  and  they  are  to  have  an  option 
who  the  medical  man  shall  be.  fVing  v.  Mill  does  not 
go  the  length  of  saying  that  a  mere  legal  liability  is 
enough ;  there  must  be  a  retainer  or  adoption.  In  that 
case  the  parish  officers  were  aware  of  the  attendance^  and 
sanctioned  it,  because  they  applied  to  him  to  send  in  his 
bill.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  the  pauper  resided  in 
the  parish  of  SL  Florence,  and  belonged  to  the  parish  of 
Ownfrestotif  which  for  some  time  relieved  him  in  the  other 
parish.  They  afterwards,  however,  discontinued  this  re- 
lief. Subsequently,. medical  attendance  became  essential, 
and  the  plaintiff  attended  at  first  without  an  order  from  the 
parish :  and  in  doing  so,  acted  at  his  own  peril.  But  after 
eight  or  nine  weeks  a  letter  is  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
parish  officers  of  Crumfresion — what  its  contents  are  we  do 
not  know,  but  there  is  no  difficulty  in  discovering  what 
the  tenor  of  it  was*  It  is  sent  to  Williams^  the  defendanti 
who  was  one  of  the  overseers  of  Gumfreiton;  that  letter 
is  not  now  to  be  found;  but  we  may  look  to  the  acts 
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Exek.  of  PUas,  of  the  parties  to  koow  what  it  contains.    The  overseen 

of  Gumfresion  renewed  those  payments  which  they  had 
formerly  made  to  him,  and  therefore  they  acquiesced  m 
his  remaining  in  the  parish  of  St,  Florence.  They  no 
longer  desire  the  pauper  to  be  removed,  and  they  ought 
to  have  restrained  the  plaintiiF  from  attending,  or  ap- 
pointed a  surgeon  of  their  own;  but  neither  is  done. 
That  raises  the  inference  that  they  had  agreed  not  only  to 
maintain  the  pauper,  but  that  they  had  adopted  the  plain- 
tiff as  the  medical  attendant.  Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  to  the  extent  of  IS^ 
]«.,  the  amount  incurred  since  the  letter  was  sent  There 
is  another  circumstance  to  shew  that  WilUams  had  re- 
ceived the  letter,  because  he  says,  when  asked  to  pay, 
that  **  the  attendance  began  before  the  plaintiff  wrote 
to  me/*  He  seems  to  have  considered  that  the  contract 
was  entire,  and  that  he  was  not  liable  for  any  part* 


Vaughan,  B.,  and  Bollamd,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  made  absolute  for  entering  a  verdict 
for  13/.  Is. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Ann  Meyrick  v,  Mary  Meyrick, 

Widow. 


^Ejectment  brought  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
devisee  under  the  will  of  William  Meyrick^  clerk,  to  re- 


/1,  being  pos- 
seMed  of  cooti- 
derable  eiUtef » 
which  were  hit 
old  family  et- 

tates,  and  having  also  purchased  leyeral  estatei  for  money  connderatioiu ,  and  e^ekemged  ^^^f*** 
paru  of  the  family  estates  for  other  lands,  and  amongst  others  for  the  estate  in  question,  demd 
as  follows :  "  I  give  and  derise  all  my  messuages,  tenements,  mills,  lands,  rents,  ^^f^^' 
ments,  and  real  estates  whatsoever,  which  I  have  heretofore  from  time  to  time  '  purehaad*  from 
different  persons  in  the  several  deeds  and  conveyances  thereof  named,  &c,  to  my  usters  J.M>va 
E.  M" —  Heldt  that  the  estate  which  the  testator  had  obuincd  in  eichange  passed  to  bis  sisters 
under  this  devise  as  part  of  the  purchased  estates. 
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cover  the  possession  of  a  farm  caHed  Galanddu.  in  the  Are*,  of  Pkatp 

.     .  1833. 

county  of  Anglesey.     A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff 

by  consent,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the 
following  case : — 

The  Reverend  William  Meyrickwas  the  owner  of  con- 
siderable estates  in  the  county  of  Anglesey,  and,  before 
the  making  of  the  will  hereafter  mentioned,  purchased  for 
money  considerations  several  estates  in  the  same  county, 
the  yearly  rents  of  which  purchased  estates  amounted  at 
the  time  of  his  death  to  100/.  a  year.  He  likewise  ex- 
changed several  parts  of  the  family  estate  for  other  lands ; 
and  amongst  the  rest  he  exchanged  certain  messuages  and 
lands  with  one  Holland  Griffith,  for  a  farm  called  Go- 
landdu,  being  the  premises  in  question,  which  were  situate 
in  the  parish  of  LlanfecheU,  and  which,  by  indenture  dated 
the  12th  of  November,  1796,  Griffith,  in  consideration 
of  certain  lands  to  be  conveyed  by  Meyrick,  and  of  30/. 
to  be  paid  by  Meyrick,  conveyed  to  him  in  fee.  The 
sum  of  30/.  mentioned  in  the  deed  was  not  paid  as  the 
value  of  the  premises  comprised  therein,  but  merely  to 
balance  and  equalize  the  exchange.  Upon  the  execution 
of  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of  November,  1796,  the 
said  Holland  Griffith  and  fVilUam  Meyrick  entered  re- 
spectively into  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  exchanged  premises,  and  the  said  Hoi" 
land  Griffith  is  still  in  the  possession  and  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  given  him  in  exchange  ; 
and  the  said  William  Meyrick  entered  into  and  continued 
in  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  premises  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  called  Tyd^ 
dyn  Gi/ and  Galanddu,  and  continued  in  possession  of  the 
said  premises  called  Galanddu  until  the  time  of  his  death, 
which  happened  on  the  15th  of  October,  1819.  The  said 
WiUiam  Meyrick  made  his  will,  dated  the  25th  day  of 
June,  1816,  which  was  duly  executed  and  attested  in  such 
manner  as  is  required  for  passing  real  estates,  and  which  said 
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BMtk.  Bf  Pksi,  will,  as  regarded  his  real  estates,  was  in  the  following  words : 
-  "  I  give  and  derise  all  and  every  my  several  messuages, 

Dos         tenements,  mills,  lands,  rents,  hereditaments  and  real  e«- 
Uavsias      ^^^  whatsoever,  situate  in  the  several  parishes  of  "  JJanfe- 
*-  cheli,"  Llanrhwjfdryt,  LiamrAjfdttiad,  Uanphangel^fnAmo- 

nyn,  UanfairynenbuU  and  Heiugluyt,  or  elsewhere,  in  the 
county  of  Anglesey,  which  I  have  heretofore  from  lime  to 
time  "pmrchated"  from  ^fferemt  perionM  in  the  eevtral 
deejt  qf  eomwifamceM  thereof  named,  a»d  tehieh  are  how 
vetted  in  me  m  Jee  limple,  or  in  some  other  person  or  per- 
sons to  and  for  my  use  and  benefit,  unto  and  to  the  use 
and  behoof  of  my  two  sisters,  Aim  Meyrick  and  EliMobetA 
Meyriek,  and  their  assigns,  in  equal  shares,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  their  joint  and  natural  lives,  and  for  the  life 
of  the  survivor  of  them ;  and  from  and  after  the  end,  ex- 
piration, or  sooner  determination  ofeither  and  both  of  theae 
estates,  by  forfeiture  or  otherwise,  in  their  lifetimes  or  the 
Ufetime  of  the  survivor  of  them,  then  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  the  Reverend  Lewi*  Hughe;  and  John  Jomea, 
the  younger,  of  Beaumaris,  gentleman,  and  their  heirs, 
during  the  joint  and  natural  lives  of  my  said  two  sifters, 
and  during  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  in  trust  to  sup- 
port and  preserve  the  contingent  uses  and  estates  herein- 
after limited  from  being  defeated  or  destroyed,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  make  entries,  and  bring  actions  as  occaaion 
shall  be  and  require,  but  nevertheless  to  penoit  and  safier 
my  said  two  sisters,  or  their  assigns,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  her  assigns,  to  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues, 
and  prufitsof  the  several  messuages,  tenements,  miUs,laiid8, 
rents,  and  hereditaments,  for  their  use,  in  equal  shares, 
during  their  joint  natural  lives,  and  for  the  life  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  them ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  my  said  two  sisters,  I  give  and  devise  all 
that  messuage  or  tenement,  farm,  lands,  and  bereditaaienU 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  thereto  belong- 
ing, called  by  the  name  of  Lucy,   otherwise  called  Tf/d- 
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dffn  Luctf,  situate  in  the   parish  of  UanfecheU  afore-  ^'^*:5^o'^' 
8aid>  now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of  John  Parry^  his 
under-tenants  or  assigns^   and  all  my  estate^  right,  title 
and  interest  in  and  to  the  same,  (being  pari  and  parcel  of 
my  purchased  real  estates  aforesaid),  unto  and  to  the  use 
and  behoof  of  my  friend  Robert  Pritchard^  gentleman,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever;  and  as  to,  for,  and  concerning 
the  remainder  of  all  those   the  aforesaid  real  estates,  by 
me  heretofore  purchased  as  aforesaid,  I  give  and  devise 
the  same  and  ev^ry  part  and  parcel  thereof  unto  and  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  my  dear  brother  Thomas  Meyrick,  his 
beira  and  assigns,  for  ever."    The  tenement  called  X«cy, 
otherwise  Tyddyn  Lucy,  devised  by  the  said  will,  was  pur- 
chased by  the  said  William  Meyriek  for  a  money  con- 
sideration.    The  said  William  Meyriek  died  on  the  15th 
of  October^  1819,  seised  of  the  estate  called  GalanddUf 
without  revoking  his  will,  leaving  the  said  Thomas  Mey- 
riek, his  only  brother  and  heir-at-law,  and  his  said  two 
sisters  Ann  and  Elizabeth,  him  surviving.  The  said  Elixa^ 
beth  Meyriek  died  on  the  Slst  of  Jung,   1821,  leaving 
her  brother  her  surviving.     Upon  the  death  of  the  said 
William  Meyriek,  the  said   Thomas  Meyriek  came  inia 
possession  and  receipt  of  the  i-ents  and  profits  of  the  said 
premises  called  Galanddu,  and  continued  so  until  the  time 
of  his  death,  which  took  place  on  the  27th  of  January, 
1831 ;  and  the  defendant  Mary  Meyriek,  the  widow  and 
devisee  of  the  said  Thomas  Meyriek,  has  ever  since  his 
death  continued  in  adverse  possession  and  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  called  Galanddu, 
for  the  recovery  of  which  premises  this  ejectment  is  brought 
by  the  said  Ann  Meyriek,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
devisee  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  William  Meyriek,  against 
the  defendant  Mary  Meyriek,  as  devisee  of  the  said  Thomas 
Meyriek*    The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is, 
whether  the  said  premises  called  Galanddu^  conveyed  to 
tbe  said  WUUam  Meyriek  as  above-mentioned,  passed  by 
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^\^i^'"'  the  will  of  the  said  fFilliam  Meyriek  to  Ann  Meyrtek, 

the  lessor  of  the  plaintiffi  as  part  of  his  purchased  estates? 

FoUeti,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  question  is  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  **  purchased  ?"  There  are  two  modes  of  ac- 
quiring land,  vix.  by  descent,  or  by  purchase.  LiitietonBRys 
in  his  Tenures,  s.  12,  ''Also,  purchase  is  called  the  posses- 
sion of  lands  or  tenements  that  a  man  hath  by  his  deed  or 
agreement,  unto  which  possession  he  cometh  not  by  title 
of  descent  from  any  of  his  ancestors,  or  of  his  cousins, 
but  by  his  own  deed."  And  Lord  Coke  in  his  commen- 
tary upon  that  says,  **  A  purchase  is  always  intended  by 
title,  and  most  properly  by  some  kind  of  conveyance,  either 
for  money,  or  some  other  consideration,  or  freely  of 
gift ;  for  that  is  in  law  also  a  purchase.  But  a  descent, 
because  it  cometh  merely  by  act  of  law,  is  not  said  to  be 
a  purchase ;  and  accordingly  the  makers  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament in  1  Hen.  5,  c.  5,  speak  of  them  that  have  lands 
by  purchase  or  descent  of  inheritance.  And  so  it  is  of  an 
escheat  or  the  like,  because  the  inheritance  is  cast  upon 
or  a  title  vested  in  the  lord  by  act  in  law,  and  not  by  his 
own  deed  or  agreement,  as  our  author  here  saith."  There 
is  no  question,  therefore,  that  the  word  purchase  applies  to 
lands  which  a  man  has  got  by  any  other  means  than  by  de- 
scent or  by  operation  of  law.  There  is  nothing  on  the  face 
of  the  will  to  shew  that  the  testator  used  the  word  in  other 
than  the  legal  sense.  The  only  difBculty  is,  whether  "pur- 
chased'* means  legal  purchase  ov  land  bought  ?  If  there 
is  nothing  in  the  will  to  shew  that  the  testator  meant  to 
use  the  words  in  other  than  the  legal  sense,  the  lands 
would  pass  by  the  will  to  the  plaintiffi  The  question  b, 
whether,  where  you  find  the  word  '^  purchased"  in  a  will, 
it  must  not  be  taken  in  the  legal  sense,  unless  you  find 
something  there  to  shew  that  the  testator  meant  to  use  it 
in  another  sense  ?  It  is  evident  that  this  will  was  drawn  by 
a  lawyer;  and  the  fair  inference  from  that  is,  that  whatever 
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the  testator  took  by  conveyance  was  intended  to  pass.  The 
rule  is  this,  that  words  in  wills  or  deeds  must  be  taken  primd 
ftuAe  to  be  used  in  their  legal  sense,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing to  shew  that  the  testator  intended  otherwise.  There 
is  here  something  more  than  the  word  ''  purchased."  The 
words  are^  ''  which  I  have  heretofore  from  time  to  time 
purchased  from  different  persons  in  the  several  deeds  of 
conveyances  thereof  named,  and  which  are  now  vested  in 
me  in  fee  simple,"  &c.  What  reason  is  there  that  he 
should  use  those  words,  unless  he  intended  to  include  all 
Jands  conveyed  to  him  by  deeds  of  conveyance?  If  there  be 
a  doubt  as  to  the  legal  meaning  of  the  will,  the  legal  mean- 
ing of  the  words  must  be  taken.  [Lord  Lyndhurst^  C.  B. 
—Suppose  a  word  has  a  popular  meaning,  and  a  technical 
meaning,  in  which  roust  it  be  read  ?]  Primd  facie  in  a 
technical  sense.  The  word  **  purchased"  has  a  strict  legal 
meaning.  Besides,  the  testator  refers  to  the  etates  pur- 
chased "  in  the  several  deeds  of  conveyances  named,  and 
vested  in  him  in  fee.'*  It  is  quite  clear  that  those  words 
would  include  the  lands  conveyed  to  him  in  exchange. 

Hoydf  cotUri. — If  the  word  ''purchased''  had  a  dear 
legal  meaning,  like  the  word  **  heir,"  the  onuM  of  shewing 
that  they  were  intended  to  be  used  in  a  different  sense 
might  be  thrown  on  the  defendant.  But  the  word  ''  pur- 
chased*' has  a  popular  meaning,  not  like  the  word  ''  heir," 
which  has  a  strict  legal  meaning.  In  common  parlance  the 
word  "  purchased  "  means  "  bought."  The  testator  had  a 
family  estate,  and  other  lands  which  he  had  bought,  and  he 
makes  the  distinction  between  his  family  estates  and  the 
lands  which  he  had  bought  with  his  savings.  It  is  quite 
clear  that  he  intended  that  his  brother  Thomas  Meyrick 
should  have  the  family  estate.  Those  acquired  from  his 
own  savings  he  gives  to  his  sbters.  The  devise  as  to 
Tyddyn  Lucy  shews  what  he  means  by  the  word  ''  pur- 
chased."   He  there  uses  the  same  word,  and  that  was  un« 
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^*^\fJ!^*^*    doubtedly  purchased  property  in  the  popular  sense  of  the 

word. 

FoUeit,  in  reply. — If  words  are  to  be  construed  accord- 
MsnticK.  ^^E  ^^  their  popular  sense^  they  might  have  a  difFerent 
meaning  in  difFerent  parts  of  the  country;  and  therefore  it 
is  much  safer  to  adhere  to  the  strict  rule.  The  word  means 
purchased  either  by  money  or  money's  worth.  [Bayky^ 
B. — I  think,  primd  facie,  it  means  lands  for  which  he  bai 
given  money].  Taking  it  in  its  legal  sense,  it  means 
lands  acquired  in  the  way  these  were.  Suppose  it  be  said, 
that  the  word  ''purchased**  has  not  the  meaning  con- 
tended for ;  it  may  almost  be  said  that  the  word  *'  bought** 
has  that  meaning,  because  the  lands  in  question  are  lands 
for  which  the  testator  had  given  value.  All  that  the 
plaintiff  has  to  make  out  is,  that  they  come  within  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the  will  ?  They  are  to  be 
taken  in  their  legal  sense;  and  if  the  Court  can  give  effect 
to  the  will,  taking  the  word  in  the  legal  sense,  they  ought 
to  do  so.  There  is  nothing  here  to  shew  a  contrary  in- 
tention. [Bayley^  B. — I  have  this  difficulty.  Suppose  the 
title  to  the  lands  acquired  by  exchange  was  defkat#d,  and 
the  land  was  recovered  from  the  devisee,  who  would  take 
the  lands  given  in  exchange?]  The  party  who  was  to 
have  the  substituted  property  would  take  the  lands  ortgi- 
nally  given  in  exchange.  The  heir-at-law  would  boki 
them  in  trust  for  him. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Lymdhurst,  C.  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — The  question  is,  whether  the  lands  which 
the  testator  had  obtained  by  exchange  passed  under  thii 
devise  to  his  sisters?  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  did. 
The  devise  is  in  these  terms:  "I  give  send  devise  all  and 
every  my  several  messuages,  tenements,  milk,  lands,  rents, 
hereditaments,  and  real  estates  whatsoever,  situate  in  the 
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sereral  parishes  of  Llanfechell,  &c.,  or  elsewhere,  in  the  ^'*-  »/  '^oi, 
county  of  Anglesey^  which  I  hare  heretofore  from  time  to 
time  purchased  from  different  persons  in  the  sereral  deeds 
of  conveyances  thereof  named,  and  which  are  now  vested 
in  me  in  fee  simple,  or  in  some  other  person  or  persons  to 
and  for  my  use  and  benefit,  unto  and  to  the  use  and  be- 
hoof of  my  sisters,  Ann  Meyriek  and  Elizabeth  Meyrick**' 
Whether  we  consider  the  word  *'  purchased"  in  its  general 
or  its  legal  sense,  the  lands  so  acquired  are  comprehended 
within  it.  They  were  purchased,  not  indeed  with  money, 
but  with  other  lands  which  were  given  for  them ;  and  we 
are  bound  to  give  the  word  its  usual  interpretation,  un- 
less there  is  some  circumstance  to  shew,  and  to  shew 
clearly,  that  the  testator  intended  to  use  it  in  a  different 
sense.  No  such  circumstance  appears  in  the  will,  or  was 
suggested  at  the  bar;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  the  land  in  question  passed  by  the  devise,  and  that, 
consequently,  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


A  rnle  was  ob- 
tained under 


Re  PiGOTT,  deceased. 

zxN  order  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  the  Crown, 

calling  on  John  Hixon,  surviving  executor  otJane  Mumby^  Se  ^^"(Sw's 

deceased,  who,  when  living,  was  sole  executrix  o{  JoMeph  c9J>»«-?,for 

the  lunriving 

Mumbyt  deceased,  who,  when  living,  was  sole  executor  of  eiecutor  of  the 
John  Pigoit,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  the  ex^utor^of  a  * 
duties  due  to  the  Crown  from  the  estate,  for  legacies  or  ^^^^l^  *?  ■«- 

o  connt  for  legacy 

residue,  given  and  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  the  said  John  duties  due  on 
Pigoit;  and  another  order  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  original  tesutor. 
of  the  Crown,  why  it  should  not  be  referred  to  tlie  King's  5li?'5^o*riginai 

testator  died  in 
1812;  that  the 
•urviying  executor  had  never  acted,  except  in  signing  documents;  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the 
ciUte  of  hb  tesutrix,  and  that  be  had  reoeited  no  assets  of  hers*  or  of  the  original  testator: — 
Held,  that  the  power  given  to  the  Court  by  the  above  statute  is  discretionary,  and  that  the  case 
was  not  one  in  which  they  ought  to  exercise  it. 
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^**;^«^'*"'  Remembrancer  to  take  an  accoant  of  the  duties  due  and 
1R33 
>.....,^J_^     payable  to  his  Majesty  from  the  said  John  Hixon,  as  such 

^  executor  as  aboTe-mentioned»  for  or  in  respect  of  the  lega- 

PlOOTT* 

cies  or  residue  given  and  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  the 
said  John  Pigoti,  with  the  usual  directions;  and  that  the 
former  order  should,  in  the  meantime,  be  enlarged. 

By  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that  the  testator,  John 
Pigottf  died  in  or  about  the  year  1812,  and  by  his  will  he 
made  Joseph  Mumby  his  executor  (who  duly  proved  tlie 
will),  and  bequeathed  him  3,000/.  and  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate,  after  payment  of  his  other  legacies;  no 
duty  had  been  paid  on  that  and  two  other  legacies.    The 
effects  oi  John  Pigoii  were  sworn  under  15,000/.:  Joseph 
Mumby  died  7th  March,  1816,  leaving  his  widow,  Jane 
Mumby f  sole  executrix  of  his  will,  who  duly  proved  the 
same.     His  effects  were  sworn  under  6,000/.,  and  he  gave 
all  his  personal  estate  to  his  widow,  the  said  Jane  Mumby: 
Jane  Mumby  died  23d  August,  1819,  leaving  James  Saun- 
tiers,  Robert  Sandwith,  William  Pearson,  and  John  Hixon, 
her  executors,  who  duly  proved  her  will;  her  personal 
estate  was  sworn  under  3,000/.:  Saunders  2Jid  Sandwith 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  Pearson,  who  died  17th  of  De- 
cember, 1831.     Sums  had  been  paid  on  account  of  legacy 
duty,  down  to  January,  1832,  by  one  Joseph  Mumby,  a 
son  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Mumby.     On  the  part  of  the  ex- 
ecutor Hixon  it  was  sworn  that  Pearson,  until  shortly 
before  his  death,  had  alone  administered  the  effects  of 
Jane  Mumby,  and  that  Hixon  had  not  interfered  further 
than  by  signing  documents;  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  property  or  effects  of  Jane  Mumby,  and  that  no  assets 
of  Jane  Mumby  or  of  John  Pigott  had  ever  come  to  his 
hands. 

W.  H.  Watson,  on  behalf  of  the  executor,  shewed  cause. 
— The  Court  will  not  make  ao  order  under  42  Geo.  3,  c.  99, 
S.3,  for  two  reasons:  First,  Hixon  has  no  assets  of  John 
Pigotfs;  and,  secondly,  it  is  discretionary  in  the  Court  to 
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make  this  order  or  not;  and,  after  so  great  a  delay,  they  ^^\^^J*^^' 
will  not  do  so.  On  the  first  point:  the  duty  sought  to 
be  enforced  by  the  Crown  in  this  case  is  imposed  by  36 
Geo.  S,  c.  52,  ss.  6  &  35,  by  which,  when  an  executor  is 
entitled  to  retain  for  a  legacy  or  the  residuum  due  to  him- 
self, the  duty  then  shall  be  a  debt  due  to  the  King;  and 
by  42  Geo,  3,  c.  99,  s.  2,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  is  em- 
powered to  grant  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  exe- 
cutor should  not  deliver  an  account,  upon  oath,  of  all  le- 
gacies respectively  paid  or  administered  **  by  fdm,  her 
or  ihem^^  and  why  those  duties  have  not  been  paid.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  contend,  perhaps  it  is  impossible  to  do  so, 
that  an  executor  of  an  executor  is  not  within  this  statute, 
but  it  is  essentially  necessary  to  make  out,  on  the  part  of 
the  Crown,  that  the  executor  has  had  assets.  Now  it  ap- 
pears here,  that  Hixon  never  has  had  assets  in  his  hands  ; 
and  no  rule  is  more  clear  in  Courts^  both  of  law  and 
equity,  than  that  one  of  several  executors  is  only  charge- 
able for  assets  actually  coming  to  his  own  hands;  and  if 
this  order  were  made,  it  would  be  charging  him  with  as- 
sets which  he  never  had :  for  it  appears  that  Hixon  never 
had  assets.  From  the  circumstance  of  Joseph  Mumbtfs 
estate  being  bequeathed  to  his  executrix,  and  sworn  under 
6,000/.,  and  her  personalty  being  sworn  under  3,000/.,  an 
inference  is  attempted  to  be  drawn  that  Mrs.  Mumby't 
executors  had  assets  of  Pigoit;  now  the  duty  was  a  debt 
due  from  Mumby  or  from  Mrs.  Mumby,  and,  therefore, 
the  nonpayment  by  them  would  only  amount  to  a  devas- 
tavit in  one  of  them,  although  Mrs.  Mumby  as  executrix 
of  her  husband,  or  Hixon  as  her  executor,  may,  under 
30  Car.  2,  c.  7,  and  4  &  6  FT.  ^  M.  c.  24,  s.  12,  be  liable 
for  the  devastavit  of  their  testator.  [Bayley,  B. — And 
then  only  de  bonis  testatoris"].  1  Saund.  219,  e,  f^  n.  8, 
is  an  authority  to  that  effect;  and  therefore,  unless  Hixon 
has  assets,  the  case  is  carried  no  further.  It  is  true  this 
present  rule  is  only  to  account;  but  the  Court  will  not 

VOL.  I.  Ill 
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Exch.  of  Pteas,  make  an  order  unless  some  case  be  made  out.    Secondly, 
-     the  Stat.  4&  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  leaves  it  discretionary  in  the 
Re  Court  to  make  the  order  or  not,  as  they  are  to  act  ''  on 

such  affidavits  as  they  consider  sufficient,"  and  to  make 
the  rule  absolute  in  every  case  in  which  it  may  appear 
necessary,  &c«  Now,  although  in  suits,  laches  is  not  im* 
putable  to  the  Crown,  yet,  on  a  summary  application,  the 
Court  will  leave  the  Crown  to  its  ordinary  remedy,  espe- 
cially when  such  a  time  as  twenty  years  have  elapsed,  a 
period  of  time  after  which  a  bond  is  presumed  to  be  satis- 
fied,  and  a  right  of  entry  is  barred. 

AmoSf  for  the  Crown. — The  present  application  is  only 
to  account;  and  if  Hixon  has  no  assets,  it  will  be  so  found, 
and  he  will  not  be  charged  with  the  duties.  To  shew  that 
there  are  assets,  Mrs.  Mumbtfs  personal  estate  passed  to 
her  executors,  which  was  sworn  under  3,000/.,  and  this  is 
chargeable  with  the  present  duties.  Moreover,  duties 
have  been  paid  on  the  legacies  down  to  the  present 
time,  which  is  an  admission  that  there  are  assets.  [Bay* 
ley,  B. — But  those  were  not  paid  by  Hixon].  It  must 
be  inferred  that  they  were  paid  with  his  privity,  as  they  were 
paid  by  a  party  claiming  under  Mrs.  Mumby^s  will.  The 
statute  is  to  be  put  in  force  by  the  Court  whenever  they  are 
satisfied  the  duties  are  unpaid.  The  Crown  may  have  had 
good  reason  for  not  enforcing  them  sooner,  and  the  lenity 
of  the  Crown  is  not  to  be  urged  against  them  now.  The 
executor  of  an  executor  is  in  the  same  situation  with 
respect  to  the  acts  for  enforcing  the  legacy  duties  as 
the  original  executor.  [Bayley,  B. — But  here  you  have 
an  executor  who  has  not  received  assets;  ought  we  in  such 
a  case  to  enforce  a  clause  which  leaves  the  exercise  of  the 
power  in  our  discretion  ?  The  inquiry  prayed  for  is  attended 
with  considerable  expense,  and  we  ought  not  to  send  this 
party  before  the  Remembrancer,  unless  we  are  satisfied  that 
something  will  probably  be  forthcoming.  The  Crown  ooght 
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to  have  the  means  of  enforcing  the  duties ;  but  my  difficulty   Exch.  o/Pfeas, 
here  is,  that  this  party  does  not  appear  ever  to  have  in-  ^ 

termeddled  with  the  estate,  and  the  Crown  is  now  calling  Rs 

PiGOTT 

on  him  to  account  for  duties  which  have  accrued  more 
than  twenty  years].  The  delay  originated  from  a  suit  in 
equity;  but,  at  all  events,  the  Crown  cannot  be  prejudiced 
by  delay,  and  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  it. 

Baylet,  B. — In  this  case  we  are  called  on  to  exercise 
the  discretbn  with  which  we  are  invested  by  the  4S  Oeo. 
3,  c.  99,  s.  2,  and  which  I  think  we  ought  not  to  exercise  in 
this  particular  case  so  as  to  compel  this  executor  to  account. 
The  provision  in  the  statute  is,  that  in  every  case  in  which 
executors,  &c.,  shall  not  have  paid,  &c.,  within  proper  and 
reasonable  time,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  this  Court  to  grant  a 
rule,  &c.;  and  to  make  such  rule  of  Court  absolute,  in  every 
case  in  which  the  same  may  appear  to  the  Court  to  be  pro- 
per and  necessary,  for  the  better  enforcing  the  payment  of 
any  of  the  said  duties.  Now  the  words,  '^  proper  and  reason- 
able time,"  only  apply  to  the  executors,  &c.,  not  having  paid 
the  duties  within  a  proper  and  reasonable  time ;  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  act  which,  in  terms,  limits  the  discretion 
of  the  Court  as  to  the  time  in  which  an  application  of  this 
kind  ought  to  be  made.  But,  without  any  such  words,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  must  exercise  our  discretion  so  as  to 
require  the  application  of  this  notice  to  be  made  within  a 
reasonable  time ;  and  that  we  should  require  some  expla- 
nation of  the  delay  to  be  shewn  upon  affidavits,  in  cases 
where  a  very  long  time  has  elapsed.  Now  here  the  ap- 
plication is  to  account  for  duties  and  residue  under  the 
will  o{  John  Pigott,  who  died  in  1812,  and  made  Joseph 
MnmbyhiB  executor.  Mumby  died  in  1816,  leaving  his 
widow^  Jane  Mumby ^  his  executrix,  and  she  died  in  1819, 
leaving  Hixon^  the  person  against  whom  this  application 
is  made,  and  three  others,  her  executors.  The  defendant 
is  now  the  only  surviving  executor  of  Jane  Mumby.    One 

II  iS 
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Exek.  tfPiMM,  of  the  three  executors,  who  died,  had  acted  np  to  1831, 

1833 

and  had  managed  the  estate  solely  for  some  time  before 

that  year  when  he  died.    It  appears  that  Hixon  never  has 

acted,  and  that  he  has  received  no  assets.     It  is  sworn, 

that  his  only  interference  has  been  in  signing  necessary 

documents ;  and  that  he  has  no  knowledge  of  ihe  estate  of 

Jane  Mumbyy  and  that  no  assets  of  Pigoit  ever  came  to  his 

hands.     I  think,  under  these  circumstances,  that  it  would 

be  an  unreasonable  exercise  of  our  discretion,  if  we  were 

to  force  this  person  to  account,  at  considerable  expense, 

and  the  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Vauohan,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affidavits  disclose  a  sa- 
tisfactory answer  to  the  application ;  and  I  think  that  it 
would  be  making  the  act  an  engine  of  oppression  if  we 
were  to  enforce  its  provisions  under  the  circumstances 
brought  before  us  in  the  affidavits,  made  in  opposition  to 
this  rule. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was  dis- 
charged. 


A,  fontrutMi 


Allen  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Charles  Baker,  a 

Bankrupt,  r.  Cameron. 

I,  Assumpsit  on  an  agreement,  dated  the  30th  of 
^{^t^iof'Z  -^^P'^wfttfr,  1828,  by  which  C.  Baker,  the  bankrupt, 
sell  and  pUnt  a  and  One  James  Allen,  jointly  and  severally  promised  and 

quantity  of  treet 
on  B.*t  land) 
and  alio  that 

'*  he  ihould  and  would,  at  his  own  costs  and  charges,  well  and  sufficiently  keep  im  order  ihe  irees 
qforeeaid  for  two  yean  after  the  planting,  and  that  such  as  should  die  during  that  period,  (except 
from  injury  by  sheep,  game  or  cattle),  should  be  replaced  by  him."  In  an  action  to  recoTer  the 
price,  the  Jury  thought  that  the  words  "  keep  in  order"  meant  to  prune  only,  and  did  not  extend 
to  weeding  and  clearing  the  ground,  and  they  found  their  verdict  accordingly.  The  Court,  think- 
ing this  an  improper  construction,  granted  a  new  trial. 

Held,  also,  that  evidence  of  non- performance  by  J,  of  any  part  of  the  contract  on  his  part  was 
admissible  in  reduction 'Of  damages. 
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agreed,  that  they,  or  one  of  them,  should  and  would,  dur-  Etch,  qf  pum, 

•  1833* 

ing  the  then  present  autumn,  procure,  sell,  and  plant  ^ 

70,000  plants  or  trees,  of  the  sort,  description  and  kind        Allen 
therein  mentioned,  in  and  upon  certain  lands  of  the  defen-      Cameron. 
dant;  and  also,  that  they,  the  said  C  Baker  and  James 
A  lien  f  should  and  would,  at  their  own  costs  and  charges, 
well  and  sufficiently  keep  in  order  the  trees  aforesaid  for 
the  space  of  two  years  next  after  the  planting  thereof  and 
that  such  of  them  as  should  die  during  such  period  of  two 
years  aforesaid^  (save  and  except  from  injury  by  sheep^ 
game  and  cattle)^  should  be  replanted  in  the  proper  sea- 
sons for  such  purposes,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  autumn  of  the 
year  18^,  and  again  in  the  autumn  of  the  year  1830,  by 
them  the  said  C.  Baker  and  James  Allen^  and  at   their 
like  costs  and  charges,  with  trees  or  plants  of  a  similar 
sort  or  description,  respectively,  as  those  so  dying  as  afore- 
said; and  the  defendant  promised  and  agreed  to  and  with 
the  said  C.  Baker  and  James  Allen  to  pay  them  for  the 
said  plants  or  trees,  and  for  planting  and  keeping  the  same 
as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  ^20/.  10«.  in  manner  following, 
viz.  147/.,  being  two-thirds  thereof,  within  the  space  of 
one  month  next  after  such  planting  as  aforesaid  should  be 
finished  and  completed;  and  the  further  sum  of  73/.  10^., 
being  the  remaining  one-third  thereof,  at  the  expiration 
of  the  said  period  of  two  years,  during  which  the  said  C. 
Baker  and  James  Allen  had  thereinbefore  agreed  to  keep 
in  order  and  replace  the  said  trees  in  manner  aforesaid. 
There  were  also  counts  for  goods  sold,  and  work  and  la- 
bour.    The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.     At  the 
trial  before  Parke,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the 
county  of  Gloucester,  it  was  proved  that  the  trees  were 
supplied  by  Baker,  the  bankrupt,  according  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  5000  additional  trees  were  sent  in  the  fall 
of  the  year  18^,  and  3000  in  1830,  to  replace  such  as  had 
died.     There  was  no  notice  given  by  the  defendant  to 
Baker  to  supply  any  more  plants,  and  no  complaint  was 
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care  no  notice  to  the  bankrupt  to  oome  and  weed  the  ^^*ch,  rf  PUat, 

1 833. 

plantation,  not  even  when  the  additional  trees  were  sent. 
The  undertaking  by  Baker^  to  keep  the  trees  in  order  for 
two  years,  was  only  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  de- 
fendant's promise  to  pay  the  price  agreed  upon ;  and  the 
principle  is  correctly  laid  down  by  Mr.  Serjt.  Williams, 
in  1  Saund.  S20  b,  that  "  where  a  covenant  goes  only 
to  piart  of  the  consideration  on  both  sides,  and  a  breach 
of  such  covenant  may  be  paid  for  in  damages,  it  is  an  in- 
dependent covenant,  and  an  action  may  be  maintained  for 
a  breach  of  the  covenant  by  the  defendant,  without  aver- 
ring performance  in  the  declaration ;"  and  he  cites  Boom 
V,  Eyre  (a),  and  adverts  to  the  case  of  Campbell  v« 
c/bii^«(&),  on  which  the  learned  Judge  founded  his  opinion 
at  the  trial.  That  case  is  an  express  authority  in  favour 
of  the  correctness  of  the  ruling  at  Am  Priw  in  the 
present  case.  There  it  was  agreed,  between  C  and  D,, 
that,  in  consideration  of  500/.,  C.  should  teach  Z).  the  art 
of  bleaching  materials  for  making  paper,  and  permit  him, 
during  the  continuance  of  a  patent,  which  C.  had  obtained 
for  that  purpose,  to  bleach  such  materials  according  to 
the  specification;  and  C,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
250L  paid,  and  of  the  further  sum  of  250L  to  be  paid  by 
Z>.  to  him,  covenanted  that  he  would,  with  all  possible  ex- 
pedition, teach  Z).  the  method  of  bleaching  such  mate- 
rials, and  Z).  covenanted  that  he  would,  on  or  before  the 
S4th  of  February,  1794,  or  sooner,  in  case  C.  should  be- 
fore that  time  have  taught  him  the  bleaching  of  such  ma- 
terials, pay  to  C.  the  further  sum  of  250/.  In  covenant 
by  C  against  Z).,  the  breach  assigned  was  the  non-payment 
of  the  250L  The  defendant  demurred,  because  it  was  not 
averred  that  C.  had  taught  Z>.  the  method  of  bleaching 
such  materials ;  but  it  was  held  by  the  Court  that  the  whole 
consideration  of  the  agreement  being,   that   C.  should 

(a)  1  H.  Bl.  273,  n.  (a).  (6)  6  T.  R.  670. 
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ExA^Pitot,  permit  D.  to  bleach  materials  as  well  as  teach  him  the 
-  method  of  doing  it,  the  covenant  by  C,  to  teach  formed  but 
Allbh  p^ft  of  the  consideration,  and  D.  might  recover  a  recom- 
CiHGBaH.  pence  in  damages  for  the  breach  ofsuch  covenant.  And  C. 
having  in  part  executed  his  agreement  by  transferring  to  D. 
a  right  to  exercise  the  patent,  the  latter  ought  not^to  keep 
that  right  without  paying  the  remainder  of  the  coniidera- 
tion,  because  he  may  have  sustained  some  damage  by  C'f 
not  having  instructed  him,and  the  demurrer  was  over-ruled. 
And  Mr.  Serjeant  WilUami  states  the  reason  of  those  dea- 
sions  to  be,  that,  where  a  person  has  received  a  part  of  the 
consideration  hi  which  he  entered  into  the  agreement,  it 
would  be  unjust,  that,  because  he  has  not  had  tlie  whok, 
he  should  therefore  be  permitted  to  enjoy  that  part  without 
paying  for  it;  and  he  adds  (a),  "Therefore  the  law  obliges 
him  to  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part,  and  leaves  bim 
to  his  remedy  to  recover  any  damage  he  may  have  sus- 
tained in  not  having  received  the  whole  consideration." 
That  shews  not  only  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole  price  agreed  upon,  but  also. 

Secondly,  that  evidence  of  any  default  of  the  plaintiff's, 
such  as  that  be  did  not  keep  the  trees  in  order  pursuant 
to  the  agreement,  assuming  that  to  be  the  meaning  of  it, 
was  not  admissible  in  reduction  of  damsges,  but  that  the 
defendant  is  driven  to  a  cross  action.  [Bayley,  B. — 
Campbell  v.  Jonea  was  a  case  of  covenant.  It  was  settled 
by  Street  v.  Blay{b),  that  when  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  the  contract  on  his  part,  the  defendant  has  a 
right  to  insist  on  a  reduction  of  damages  on  that  account? 
In  that  case  a  person,  who  bad  purchased  a  horse  warrant- 
ed sound,  sold  it  again,  and  then  repurchased  it;  and  it 
was  held  that  though  he  could  not,  on  discovering  that 
the  horse  was  unsound  when  first  sold,  require  the  original 
vendor  to  take  it  back  again,  nor  resist  an  action  by  such 

(a)  I  Ssund.  320  d.  {b)  2  B.  &  Ad.  456. 
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vendor  for  the  price>  yet  that  he  might  give  the  breach  Bxch.  ofPUas, 
of  warranty  in  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages].  In 
Street  v.  Blay  there  was  a  warranty  extending  over  the 
whole  contract,  which  distinguishes  that  case  from  this. 
That  case  was  similar  to  Poulton  v.  Laititnare  (a),  which 
was  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  seed  warranted  to 
be  good  new  growing  seed,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  buyer  to  shew  in  reduction  of  damages 
that  it  did  not  correspond  with  the  warranty.  [Bayletff 
B. — Where  there  is  a  contract  to  do  certain  work  and 
labour  at  a  fixed  price,  is  the  plaintiiF  to  have  the  whole 
price  without  completing  the  whole  contract?]  It  is  submit- 
ted that  he  is,  or  the  consequence  will  follow,  that,  on  the 
most  trifling  default,  the  whole  matter  would  be  open,  and 
the  party  would  be  absolved  from  paying  the  specific  sum 
he  agreed  to  pay.  But  even  if  it  were  hot  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of  the  default  in  per- 
forming his  part  of  the  contract,  the  defendant  should 
have  made  his  objection  when  the  plaintiff  had  the  means 
of  proving  that  he  had  executed  it  properly.  Hopkins  v. 
Appleby  (6).  There  barilla  was  objected  to  as  being  of 
an  inferior  quality  to  the  warranty ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough 
says,  ''  It  was  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  give  the 
seller  an  opportunity  of  establishing  his  case  by  the  opin- 
ion and  judgment  of  intelligent  men  upon  the  subject, 
and  not  to  throw  a  veil  and  obscurity  over  it,  and  debar 
the  party  from  the  fair  means  of  ascertaining  the  quality. 
By  giving  notice  in  an  early  stage,  the  plaintiffs  would 
have  been  enabled  to  send  down  a  person  to  examine  it." 
Here  the  default  should  have  been  noticed  during  the 
early  years  of  the  growth  of  the  trees;  it  was  too  late 
when  the  action  was  brought.  [Bayley^  B. — Was  what 
Lord  Ellenborough  said  laid  down  as  a  rule  of  law,  or 
was  it  not  to  guide  the  conduct  of  the  jury?]  In  Gron^ 
ing  V.  Mendham  (c),  which  was  an  action  for  the  price  of 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  269.    {h)  I  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  477-    (c)  1  Stark.  267- 
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^^\^^f^^  clover  seed  sold  by  sample,  the  defendant  contended  that 

the  seed  delivered  did  not  accord  with  the  sample ;  but  it 
was  heldj  that,  before  he  could  go  into  such  a  defence,  he 
must  prove  that  he  gave  notice  of  his  objection  to  the 
plaintiff!  {Bayley^  B. — ^The  authority  of  that  case  may^ 
perhaps,  be  considered  as  shaken  by  PouUon  v.  Latti-' 
more], 

MatUCi  eontrh, — Fint,  evidence  of  the  non^performance, 
or  imperfect  performance  of  the  plaintiff's  contract,  was  re- 
ceivable in  mitigation  of  damages.  The  case  of  Campbell 
Y.  Jone9f  which  was  relied  on  at  the  trial,  is  distinguish* 
able.  In  that  case  there  was  an  absolute  covenant  to  pay 
on  a  given  day,  and  the  declaration  was  redundant,  as  it 
would  have  been  sufficient  if  it  had  stated  that  the  defen* 
dant  covenanted,  and  then  averred  that  he  had  not  paid. 
It  was  on  a  specialty,  and  it  was  therefore  not  necessary  to 
aver  performance  of  the  condition,  or  to  shew  the  consider- 
ation, because  in  a  specialty  the  consideration  is  implied. 
That  case  is  not  analogous  to  the  present  case,  which  is 
an  action  of  assumpsit  on  the  common  count  for  goods 
sold,  and  work  and  labour.  In  assumpsit^  a  defective 
performance  of  the  agreement  may  be  given  in  evidence, 
in  mitigation  of  damages;  and  in  that  action  an  aver- 
ment and  proof  of  consideration  are  necessary.  Sup- 
pose  here,  that  Baker  had  delivered  only  a  part  of 
the  70|000  trees  agreed  for,  and  of  an  inferior  descrip- 
tion, is  he  to  recover  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for 
the  whole  ?  It  is  submitted  that  the  agreement  to  plant, 
and  to  keep  the  trees  in  order,  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  his  recovering  the  whole  money.  [Bayley^  B. — If  there 
is  a  covenant  to  pay  an  entire  sum,  on  the  performance  of  a 
condition  precedent,  a  party  cannot  recover  a  part  without 
proof  of  the  condition  performed.]    Fisher  y.  Samuda (a) 

(a)  1  Camp.  190. 
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tohews  that  the  defendant  in  the  present  case  could  not 
bave  brought  a  cross  action,  on  the  ground  of  the  imper- 
fect performance  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  Baker ^  and 
that  the  bad  quality  of  the  article  supplied  can  and  ought 
to  be  given  in  evidence  either  as  an  answer  to  the  whole 
demand,  or  in  abatement  of  the  damages.  [Bayleyf  B. — 
Street  v.  Blay  goes  ahnost  the  whole  length  of  this  case.] 

Secondly  t  assuming  that  the  non-performance  of  the  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  Baker  was  admissible  in  evidencej  he 
failed  to  perform  his  duty  in  not  taking  away  the  grass  from 
the  roots  of  the  plants.  The  bankrupt  undertakes  that 
there  shall  be  70,000  trees  in  good  order  at  the  end  of  two 
years,  and  therefore  he  undertakes  to  do  every  thing  to  keep 
them  in  good  order,  and  keeping  them  clean  so  as  to  pre- 
vent them  from  growing  up  sickly  was  a  main  part  of  the 
contract.  Keeping  in  order  could  never  have  been  intended 
to  be  confined  to  pruning ;  for  who  ever  heard  of  pruning 
trees  at  so  early  an  age  as  two  years  ?  [BoUandf  B. — If 
pruning  only  was  meant,  why  should  it  not  have  been  made 
use  of,  because  it  is  a  term  well  known  and  understood? 
The  stipulation,  ''  save  and  except  damage  done  by 
cattle,'*  &c.,  shews  that  Baker  was  to  provide  against 
damage  from  all  other  causes.]  Maule  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court 

Bayley,  B. — The  Court  entertain  no  doubt  that  there 
ought  to  be  a  new  trial  in  this  case.  There  are  two  ques- 
tions, Jireif  whether  the  jury  have  put  a  proper  construc- 
tion on  the  agreement?  and  secondly ^  whether  the  evi- 
dence was  properly  rejected,  and  whether  the  plaintifi^ 
must  recover  the  whole  sum,  or  whether  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  reduction  on  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  do 
all  that  he  undertook?  The  agreement  is, ''  that  the  plain- 
tiffs shall  and  will,  at  their  own  costs  and  charges,  well  and 
sufficiently  keep  in  order  the  trees  aforesaid  for  the  space 
of  two  years  next  after  the  planting  thereof;  and  that  such 
of  them  as  shall  die  during  such  period  of  two  years  afore- 
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Birk.  ^  PUat,  yet  having  a  name,"  but  did  not  recite  any  certificate  of  re- 

>  ..     gistry;  nor  was  there  any  proof  giren  that  the  vessel  had, 

NoRtri        in  fact,  been  registered.    There  was  no  proof  that  Narrit 

WiLLUM*.     '''^  P^**^  '^^  balance  of  the  purchase-money  to  any  person. 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  agreement  for 

payment  of  the  repairs  out  of   the  purchase-money,  of 

which  the  plaintiff  was  cognizant,  precluded  him   from 

maintaining  this  action  till  such  payment  was  made,  and 

accordingly  directed  a  nonsuit,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff 

to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  300/.;  and  the  defendant 

was  also  to  be  at  liberty  to  contend  that  the  sale  was  void, 

under  the  Registry  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  cllO,  s.3I. 

In  the  following  term,  J.  Jervit  accordingly  obtained 
a  rule  nwJ  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  against 
which, 

Ziojri' shewed  cause. — The  nonsuit  was  right.  The  re- 
pairs  being  done  by  other  persons  in  the  defendant's  yard, 
he  and  others  supplying  materials  for  that  purpose,  gave 
him  no  lien  at  law,  but  it  might  by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties.  Thomas  Wright  was  the  agent  of  William  Wright, 
and  he  agreed  that  the  ship  should  not  be  taken  away 
(ill  the  materials  were  paid  for;  therefore,  the  title  passes 
to  the  vendee  with  this  limitation,  if  it  was  known  to  him. 
It  is  true  that  it  was  not  communicated  to  him  before  the 
sale,  but  it  was  while  the  contract  was  in  ^fieri,  and  he 
consents  to  pay  the  charges.  [Lord  Lyndkurit,  C.  B. — 
It  was  knocked  down  to  Norrit;  he  was  therefore  entitled 
to  have  a  conveyance  executed.]  It  was  merely  an  exe- 
cutory agreement;  he  could  have  withdrawn  from  it  on 
the  terms  being  made  known  to  him.  The  auctioneer  waa 
not  bound  to  mention  it  at  the  sale,  as  it  did  not  vary  the 
terms  of  the  sale,  but  only  the  application  of  the  money. 
Before  possession  was  taken,  or  the  money  paid,  these 
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terms  were  engrafted  on  it^  and  Norris  assents  to  the  ar- 
Tangement,  and  says  that  he  will  pay  the  different  claim- 
ants.    William  Wright  was  not  damnified  by  this,  and 
there  was  a  good  consideration  for  it;  because  the  plain- 
tiff* gets  not  merely  the  bull,  but  a  repaired  vessel,  in 
ivhich  improvements  had  been  made.     William  Wright 
could  not  be  bound  to  deliver  the  vessel  till  payment  of 
these  charges;  and  he  can  say  that  payment  shall  be  made 
to  WilliamSf  and  till  that  is  done  Norris  has  no  right  to 
the  possession.     Thomas  Wright,  as  agent  of  William 
Wright,  had  agreed  that  it  should  remain  in  Williams's 
yard  till  the  charges  were  paid,  so  that  Wright  had  no 
power  to  deliver  possession  of  it ;  a  sale  then  takes  place. 
Wright  might  have  insisted  on  the  payment  being  contem- 
poraneous with  the  delivery  of  the  ship;  but,  instead  of 
doing  that,  the  plaintiff*,  who  was  the  purchaser,  agrees  to 
pay  the  creditors,  and  therefore  the  defendants^  the  cre- 
ditors, represent  the  unpaid  vendor;  and,  if  the  unpaid 
vendor  had  a  right  to  object  to  the  removal  of  the  vessel 
until  the  price  is  paid,  so  have  the  parties  who  repre- 
sent him.     This  gives  the  parties  a  lien  on  the  vessel^ 
as  the  creditors  succeed  to  the  rights  the  vendor  had; 
and,  as  he  could  have  detained  the  vessel  till  payment, 
so  can  they.      Norris  must  pay  somebody,  and  he  has 
agreed  to  pay  the  creditors.     Besides,  they  have  a  lien 
for  furnishing  materials;  for  they  have  not  parted  with  the 
possession,  though  there    has  been  an    appropriation. 
Wright  employed  the  different  parties,  not  Williams^  and 
they  stand  to  him  in  the  relation  of  an  unpaid  vendor  of 
the  vessel.     Again,  the  bill  of  sale  did  not  recite  the  cer- 
tificate of  registry;  in  fact  it  was  not  registered,  therefore 
the  property  has  not  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff*,  so 
as  to  maintain  trover.    By  the  G  Geo.  4,  c.  1 10,  s.  31 ,  it  is 
enacted,  that  '^  when  and  so  often  as  the  property  in  any 
ship  or  vessel,  or  any  part  thereof,  belonging  to  any  of  his 
Majesty's  subjects,  shall  after  registry  thereof  be  sold  to 

VOL.  I.  K  K  K 
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with  the  materials  ao  furnished,  but  no  work  was  done  upon  Exeh,  rf  PUas, 
her  by  Williams  or  the  other  defendants.  The  materials  v  ^'  ^ 
not  being  paid  for,  the  parties  became  clamorous  for  their  Norris 
money,  and  insisted  that  the  vessel  should  not  be  removed  Williams. 
till  they  were  paid.  In  November^  1828,  William  Wright 
advertised  the  vessel  for  sale,  and  she  was  accordingly  sold 
by  auction,  by  one  Jones,  in  William^s  yard,  on  the  1st 
December.  On  that  morning,  before  the  sale,  the  defen- 
dants, and  the  other  persons,  having  claims  for  the  repairs, 
applied  to  ThomcLS  Wright,  the  brother  of  William,  and 
who  attended  to  superintend  the  sale  for  him^  for  the  set- 
tlement of  their  claims,  and  demanded  that  the  vessel  should 
not  be  taken  away  till  they  were  paid;  Williams's  Bttomey 
presenting  a  distinct  claim  on  his  behalf.  T%omas  Wright 
assented,  and  said  they  should  be  paid  out  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  signed  an  authority  to  the  auctioneer  to  that 
effect.  The  sale  then  proceeded,  and  the  vessel  was  knocked 
down  to  Norris,  the  plaintiff,  for  800L ;  the  defendant, 
?Fj//ia»t5,  was  also  a  bidder.  William  fFrt^rA/,  at  that  time, 
owed  the  plaintiff  about  200/. :  immediately  after  the  sale, 
the  creditors  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  payment,  and  he 
promised  that  he  would  come  over  from  Liverpool  on  the 
following  Hmrsday,  and  bring  the  purchase-moneyybr  the 

auctioneer  to  pay  the  creditors  with.  He  did  not  so  re- 
turn, nor  did  he  prefer  any  claim  to  the  vessel  until  March, 
1832,  when  he  came  over,  with  his  attorney,  to  demand 
possession  of  her  from  the  defendant  Williams,  on  whose 
premises  she  had  remained  ever  since  the  sale,  and  who  re- 
fused to  let  them  have  access  to  her  till  the  materials  were 
paid  for.  The  auction  duty  and  the  auctioneer's  charges 
were  discharged  by  Thomas  Wright  a  few  days  after  the 
sale,  but  the  purchase-money  was  not  paid  to  the  auction- 
eer, nor  were  the  repairs  ever  paid  for.  A  bill  of  sale 
from  William  Wright  to  the  plaintiff  was  executed  on  the 
8th  December,  18S8,  and  described  the  vessel  as  one  "  not 
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£jwA.  qJ  PUas,  tioneer  was  employed  to  seU  the  vessel  when  improved 

1833  ^    'f  * 

^  by  the  work  and  materials.  Robert  WilUams  said  that 
NoRBis  the  vessel  should  not  depart  until  the  creditors  were  paid. 
Williams.  Wright  consented  to  this^  and  an  agreement  was  signed 
that  Janes  the  auctioneer  should  receive  the  money  and 
pay  it  over.  The  ship  was  knocked  down  to  Norris;  he 
assents  to  the  arrangement;  he  need  not  have^done  so, 
but  he  does;  therefore,  he  undertook  to  pay  Robert 
fVilliams  and  the  other  parties,  and  all  who  would  be 
bound  concur  in  assenting.  But  it  is  said  he  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  under  the  bill  of  sale.  As  he  agreed  to  pay 
in  a  particular  manner,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion until  he  so  paid. 

Vaughan^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  pro- 
perty does  not  vest  till  the  price  is  paid:  here,  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  pay  according  to  a  particular  arrangement, 
but  does  not  do  so,  therefore  he  is  not  entitled  to  the 
possession. 

BoLLAND,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  Norriii  as- 
sent made  him  liable  to  pay  Jones  for  the  creditors?  The 
sale  would  not  have  taken  place  but  for  this  arrangement. 
Norris  was  afterwards  told  of  it,  and  he  adopts  it. 

Rule  discharged. 


Ward  v.  Bell. 
Where  there  lire  A.SSVMPSIT  upon  an  award.— The  declaration  con- 

several  coanto  *- 

on  the  same  taiued  sevcu  counts,  some  of  which  had  been  add- 
and  only  one  '  ed  upou  a  summons  taken  out  before  the  Judge  at  the 
.""-^f"/;°°    Assizes. 

11  proved,  the 

plaintiff  is  enti-       At  the  trial,  before  Alderson^  J.,  at  the  last  Assizes  for 

tied  to  a  verdict  .     .  ^  j        i 

on  one  count      the  couuty  of  YorJCf  one  submission  and  one  award  only 

only,  and  to 

have  his  costs 

taxed  on  that  count  only. 
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was  proYed.    The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a  verdict,  the   ^*ch.  ofPhas, 
Master,  in  taxing  costs,  allowed  costs  of  all  the  counts  to  ^ 

the  plaintiff.  Ward 

V. 

Bell. 

Wightman  obtained  a  rule  for  the  Master  to  review  his 
taxation ;  against  which  cause  was  now  shewn  by 

Pollock  and  Starkie,  who  contended  that  the  counts 
had  been  properly  introduced,  some  of  them  having  been 
sanctioned  by  the  learned  Judge  who  allowed  the  amend- 
ment. [Bayleyy  B« — How  could  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to 
a  verdict  upon  more  than  one  count,  when  he  only  proved 
one  cause  of  action?  Suppose  that  a  defendant  at  the 
trial  insists  that  the  plaintiff,  having  only  proved  one  cause 
of  action,  is  only  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  one  count,  and 
the  Judge  were  to  direct  a  verdict  on  more  than  one  count, 
might  not  the  defendant  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions  (a)?] 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.— How  can  it  be  said  that  all 
the  counts  were  proved,  when  there  was  only  evidence  of 
one  submission  and  one  award  ?  We  have  decided  the 
same  point,  and  acted  upon  the  same  principle,  several 
times.    The  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  The  same  remark  was  made  same  poiot  arose,  and  the  dedsion 
by  the  learned  Baron,  in  Hall  v.  ivas  the  same  as  in  the  present 
Atkurttf  ante,  p*  714,  where  the      case. 
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Etek.  if  FUoM,  nority,  during  which  time  those  duties  are  necessary  to  be 
'     perfonned.     [Lord  LyndhurMt,  C.  B. — The  trust  as  to 
Dabku       the  servant  would  remain  after  the  expiration  of  the  mi- 
Dabibb.       nority].     A  portion  of  the  trust  estate  must  be  set  aside 
for  that  object  when  the  youngest  child  atttuned  twenty- 
one.     [Bayley,  B. — If  the  trust  ceases  at  the  time   the 
younger  child  attains  twenty-one,  the  trustee  would  still 
be  liable  to  keep  the  servant,  or  to  pay  \a.  per  week  him- 
self afler.     Lord  LyiuthurMt,  C.  B.— When  the  trustee 
has  something  to  do,   the  trust   is   kept  aU*e   for  that 
purpose]. 

Wigram,  for  T.  Darker,  contrh. — The  intention  of  the 
testator  may  be  ascertained,  in  doubtful  parts,  by  look- 
ing to  those  parts  of  the  will  as  to  which  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  Now,  it  is  certain  that  the  two  families  were  the 
objects  of  the  testator's  will.  The  first  family  is  named, 
and  another  that  might  come  in  este  referred  to.  The  se* 
cond  object  is  the  education  of  the  family  of  Thomtu 
Darker.  If  we  stop  at  the  words,  "  pay  for  the  education 
and  maintain  them,"  this  would  mean  to  pay  at  all  events  \ 
but  the  words,  "  if  any  is  wanted,"  shew  that  it  is  meant, 
if  Tlionuu  Darker  should  not  be  able  to  maintain  them 
himself.  The  words,  "  pay  fur  the  education  and  maintain 
them,"  would,  in  strictness,  apply  only  to  the  children  of 
Thomas  Darker,  but  all  that  Thomat  Darker  is  concerned 
in  maintaining  is,  that  they  must  at  any  rate  be  included. 
[Lord  Lymlhurtt,  C.  B. — If  it  applies  to  all,  then  the 
trust  must  be  continued  undl  it  be  decided  whether 
Thomai  Darker  will  have  children  or  not].  As  to  the 
servant,  the  intention  was,  that  she  was  to  be  provided  for 
during  her  life.  That  puts  the  case  beyond  all  doubt.  It 
was  said  she  died  before  the  youngest  child  attained 
twenty-one,  and  therefore  the  condition  did  not  attach. 
But  the  question  is,  not  what  the  event  was,  but  what 
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the  testator  contemplated.    The  testator   contemplated  Exch.  of  Pleat, 

imposing  a  burthen  on  the  trustee^  and  wherever  that  is  ^     ^'  ^ 

the  case,  the  party  on  whom  the  burthen  is  cast  has  Darker 
an  estate  co-extensive  with  the  trust. 


JerviSf  in  reply. — The  real  question  on  this  petition 
is,  whether  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  house?  The  testator  contemplated  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  his  nephew  and  nieces, 
equally  with  the  children  of  his  trustee,  Thomas  Darker. 
[Lord  Lyndhursty  C.  B. — The  words,  "  his  children,"  are 
properly  the  last,  antecedent  to  the  words,  **  their  edu- 
cation and  maintain  them.*']  They  cannot  apply  to  his 
own  children,  because  he  is  bound  to  maintain  them. 
[Bailey  f  B. — Suppose  the  words  were  expressly  "  to  main- 
tain his  own  childreni"  would  he  not  have  had  a  right 
to  retain,  whilst  there  was  a  possibility  of  his  having 
any  ?]  If  it  includes  the  children  of  both,  he  having 
none  at  the  time,  when  the  youngest  of  his  nieces  attain 
twenty-one,  he  ought  to  give  it  up,  with  the  right  to 
resume  on  his  having  children.  [Bayley^  B. — That 
would  be  unreasonable,  for,  if  it  were  so,  then  he  would 
come  in  when  a  child  was  bom ;  and  if  it  died  he  must 
go  out  again,  and  so  he  would  be  entitled  to  enter, 
and  be  liable  to  be  divested,  as  any  children  might  in 
future  be  born  and  die.  If  all  the  nephews  and  nieces 
had  died  before  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  wpuld 
the  heir-at-law  be  entitled  to  enter?  One  purpose  of 
the  will  is,  to  maintain  in  the  house  the  children  of  his 
brother  and  his  own].  It  is  submitted  that  the  heir-at- 
law  would  have  had  a  right  to  enter,  subject  to  the  right 
of  Thomas  Darker  to  re-enter  on  his  having  a  child 
bom.  He  is  only  bound  to  maintain  the  nephew  and 
nieces  until  they  are  twenty-one,  but  not  after.  [  Vaughan, 
B. — As  Sarah  might  have  survived  the  minority  of  the 
children,  Thomas  Darker  must  take  a  larger  estate,  in 


Darker. 
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zck.  a/puai,  order  to  keep  ber].     There  is  no  legal  estate  given  to 
^     the  trustee. 
DASKsm  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered 
by  Lord  Lvmdhuhst,  C  B. 

Under  tins  devise,  the  nephew  and  nieces  of  the 
testator  who  are  named  in  the  will  were  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  whea 
Emmy  came  of  age ;  but,  in  the  event  of  any  child  being 
bom  to  Thomas  Darker,  such  child  or  children,  if  more 
thaii  one,  will  be  entitled  to  share  equally  with  the  other 
nephew  and  nieces  in  the  future  rents  and  profits  fi^m 
the  time  of  their  respective  births.  To  such  child  or 
children  the  provision  as  to  education  and  maintenance 
would  also  apply,  as  well  as  to  the  nephew  and  nieces 
named  in  the  will.  We  think,  therefore,  that  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his  brother  Tiomai 
Darter  should  give  up  the  house  upon  Emmy  a  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one.  This  is  further  confirmed  by  the 
proviaion  relating  to  the  servant.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
testator  intended  the  service  to  be  in  the  house  in  ques- 
tion ;  and  he  considered  that  it  might  endure  for  the 
life  of  Sarah,  and  he  could  not  therefore  look  to  the 
time  when  Emmy  should  come  of  age,  as  the  period 
when  the  house  was  to  be  relinquished  by  his  brother. 
The  prayer  of  the  petition  must  therefore  be  refused- 
Petition  refused. 
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i 

Pryer  v.  Smith. 

JL  HE  defendant  was  a  prisoner,  and  the  declaration  bad  D 
been  delivered  in  Easter  Term,  and  the  plaintiff  in  this  ^ 
term  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea.  No  rule  to  ** 
plead  as  of  this  term  had  been  given.  wi 

in 

T< 

Busby  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  as  irregular,  gi' 
upon  the  ground,  amongst  others,  that  there  should  have  of 
been  a  rule  to  plead  of  the  same  term  in  which  the  judg-  ^ 
ment  was  signed.  ^ 

gi« 
to 

The  Court  referred  to  Mould  v.  Murphy  (a),  and  refus-  ^^< 
ed  the  rule  upon  this  point. 

(a;  Ante,  p.  395. 


Jones  r.  Fitzaddams. 

vJN  the  last  day  of  term,  Addison  moved  to  discharge  Oi 

the  defendant  out  of  custody,  under  the  48  Geo,  3,  c.  123,  fe 

he  having  been  in  custody  twelve  months  for  a  debt  under  |JJ 

^0/.     No  notice  of  the  application  having  been  given,  the  ^ 

Court  refused  to  grant  a  rule  absolute,  and  u 

c 

g 

Addison   prayed  for  a  rule  to   shew  cause   at   cham-  ^^ 

hers  in  the  vacation ;  but  the  Court,  on  reference  to  the  g 

words  of  the  act,  '*  upon  application  for  that  purpose  in  ti 

term  time  made,"  would  not  allow  the  rule  to  be  drawn  up  ^^ 

at  chambers,  but  granted  the  rule  to  be  drawn  up  for  the  » 

next  term.  b 

Rule  accordingly.       ^ 

c 


plication  (o  be  made  to  the  Cou 


Sod  cases  in  the  bxciiequer, 

Egch.  ifPUai, 
1833. 

Vallance  V.  EVAHS. 
Adcfcnduit       Trespass    for   knocking   down    and    proBtrating  ■ 

■PGCCHed  on  A  ^  4  0 

pin Hbkh  went  board,  &C.  &c.  Plea  to  the  wfaote  declaration,  that  the 
cUnden,  and  board  vas  a  nuisance  to  the  King's  public  highway,  and 
St™i ""rt"  justification  accordingly.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  replication, 
aibu  lone*  took  issue  On  the  allegation  of  nuisance  to  the  public  bigh- 
nblch  were  ,  .         ,  „  ■  ■  • 

joiiwd:— AaM,   vay,  and  now  assigned  excess,  &c.,  to  which  new  asiign- 

™>£fci"'^"  "'^"*  **  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  default. 
■UowiDg  la  Uie        There  were  several  other  pleas  upon  which  issues  irere 
defcndiDtthe      ... 
cwu  ■ppiicabU  joined. 

iTpli^wiikh  tlM  ^^  tb^  t'i"'  Bt  ^^^  l"t  Derby  Assizes,  the  defendint 
d»T^ri!°  ^'*"  succeeded  in  the  shove  plea  of  justification,  which  covered 
the  whole  declaration ;  and  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 
the  cause  discharged  the  jury  upon  the  other  issues.  In 
taxing  the  costs,  the  Master  disallowed  all  the  coits 
applicable  to  the  issues  upon  which  the  jury  were  dia- 
charged. 

Hill  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
Master  might  review  his  taxation  j  but  the  Court  said, 
that  the  Master  was  right  in  not  allowing  to  the  defendant 
the  costs  of  the  issues  which  were  not  found  either  one 
way  or  the  other;  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
either  to  the  costs  of  the  pleadings  or  of  the  witaessea  ai 
to  those  issues. 

Rule  refused. 
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E 

Pennell  V.  Thompson. 

n?HIS  was  an  action  for  a  libel  brought  against  the  defen-  li 
dant,  who  was  the  editor  of  a  publication  called  the  SaiiruL  q, 
The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  with  100/.  damages,  and  issued  ^, 
^fi.fa.  for  193/.,  damages  and  costs.  th 

a 

Huic/iinson  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  an  extent  under  ^^ 

the  11  Geo.  4  &  1   Witt.  4,  c.  73,  s.  3,  agamst  the  defen-  ^* 

p 
dant  and  his  sureties,  on  the  recognizance  given  in  pur-  %h 

suance  of  the  60  Geo.  8,  c.  9.    The  affidavits  in  support  ^ 

of  the  motion  stated,  that  the  sheriff  had  returned  nulla  "° 

P' 
bona  to  the  writ  oifi.fa.^  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  tic 

to  be  found.    They  also  stated  that  no  satisfaction  could  ag 

be  obtained  for  the  damages  or  costs,  and  it  was  sworn  ^^ 

that  neither  of  the  sureties  could  be  found.    It  was  prayed  f^i 

that  an  extent  might  issue  against  the  defendant  and  his 

sureties,  and  that  service  of  the  rule  at  the  last  place  of 

abode,  and    at   the  newspaper    office,    might  be  good 

service. 

Erie  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  made  it 
appear  to  this  Court,  that,  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  **  he 
has  not  been  able  to  procure  satisfaction  by  writ  of  execu- 
tion against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant."  He 
is  bound,  therefore,  to  shew  the  Court  that  he  has  used 
due  diligence,  and  made  proper  exertions  to  obtain  satis- 
faction from  the  goods  of  the  principal.  Nothing  appears 
to  have  been  done  in  this  case,  except  suing  out  a  writ  of 
^./a.,  and  delivering  it  to,  the  sheriff. 

Hutchinson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted,  that  it 
appeared  sufficiently  on  the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  obtain  satisfaction. 
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Lord  Ltndhurst,  C.  B. — You  merely  shew  that  you 
have  issued  a  writ  oi  Jieri  faciat,  and  prove  a  return  of 
nulla  bona.  The  rest  of  your  affidavit  is  quite  general, 
and  much  too  loose  to  aatisry  the  Court  that  you  have 
used  due  diligence  to  procure  satisfacdon  from  the  goods 
of  the  defendant. 

Rule  discliarged. 


MoLiNEox  V.  Browmb. 
Whereapriaon-  Jx  this  Case  the  defendant  was  arrested  on  the  07th  of 
Inwlrcnt  Court  September,  on  an  alias  special  capias,  at  the  suit  of  the 
bu^did^Mfiu*'  P'"in'"ff.  retumahle  on  the  2nd  of  November.  On  Nocem- 
hEi  icheduie  hcf  grd^  he  surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail  in  this  ac- 
day*,  or  give  no-  tion.  On  the  Idth  of  December  he  filed  his  petition  to  be 
t!^of  the^ng  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act.  No  notice  was  given 
of  ihepeiiiion.     (q  j^e  creditors  of  his  intention  to  take  the  benefit  of  the 

punuanl  lo  the 

TCn.4,c.97,  Insolvent  Act ;  but  the  plaintiff  knew  of  it.    The  dcfen- 

did  aotdeciare  dant  did  uot  file  his  Schedule  wiihin  fourteen  days,  pur- 

^'thlendSr  suant  to  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  40.    No  declaration  having 
the  lecond  lerm :  been  delivered,  Mantel,  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  to 

wasnoienii-  shew  cauBC  why  the  defendant  should   not  be  discbai^d 

chM^d'^l'^f  *•"'  °^  custody,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 

euiiody.  declared  in  due  time. 

Erie  shewed  cause. — By  the  act  of  the  7  Geo.  4-,  c. 
57,  s.  15,  the  filing  of  a  petition  renders  the  defendant  not 
supersedeable  as  to  any  action  for  or  concerning  any  debt, 
or  sum  of  money,  damages,  or  claim,  with  respect  to  which 
an  adjudication  can  be  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
It  will  be  contended,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  did 
not  file  his  schedule  within  fourteen  days  after  the  filing  of 
his  petition,  the  petition  fell  to  the  ground,  and,  there- 
fore, that  there  could  be  no  adjudication  as  to  this  action, 
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and^  consequently,  that  the  defendant  became  supersedeable  ^ 
by  the  plaintiff's  not  declaring  in  due  time.     But  the  40th 
section  of  that  act  gives  the  Court  a  discretionary  power 
as    to   the  time  in  which  a  schedule  may  be  filed;   the 
words  being,  "  That  every  such  prisoner,  who  shall  apply 
for  relief  under  this  act,  shall  within  the  space  of  fourteen 
days  next  after  his  petition  shall  have  been  filed,  or  within 
such  further  time  as  the  Court  shall  think  reasonable^  de- 
liver into  the  said  Court  a  schedule/'  &c.     This  petition 
not  having  been  dismissed  it  is  still  a  valid  petition,  on 
which  the  Court  may  proceed  to  adjudication.     But   it 
will  be  also  said,  that,  by  the  4Snd  section,  it  is  provided 
that  notice  shall  be  given  to  each  of  the  creditors  of  the 
filing  of  the  petition ;  but,  though  no  formal  notice  was 
given,  the  plaintiff  knew  of  it,  and  forbore  to  proceed  in 
the    action.      The  defendant  was,  therefore^  not  super- 
sedeable. 

Mansel,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  party,  having  filed  his  petition  before  the  end  of 
the  second  term,  is  prevented  from  taking  advantage  of 
the  plaintiff's  not  having  declared  against  him  before  the 
end  of  that  term.  The  rule  of  Court,  Easter  Term, 
3  Geo.  4,  provides,  that,  "  after  notice  given  by  prisoners 
of  their  intention  to  apply  for  their  discharge  under  the 
Insolvent  Act,  no  prisoner  shall  be  supersedeable,  or  dis- 
charged out  of  custody  at  the  suit  of  such  plaintiff,  from 
the  time  of  such  notice  given."  This  rule,  therefore,  only 
applies  where  notice  has  been  given  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
words  of  the  act,  section  40,  are,  "  That  every  such  prisoner, 
&c.,  shall  within  fourteen  days,  &c.,  or  within  such  further 
time  as  the  Court  shall  think  reasonable,  deliver  a  sche- 
dule." Unless,  therefore,  the  Court  makes  a  special  order, 
the  petition  is  at  an  end.  Besides,  the  42nd  section  pro- 
vides, that  notice  shall  be  given  to  each  of  the  creditors 
of  the  filing  of  the  petition  and  schedule      Here,  there 
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£«•.  y  Pttai,  WAS  nothing  but  a  petition  filed ;  no  notice  was  pven,  and 
>  I  ^  '  >  no  schedule  was  delivered  pursuant  to  the  act,  and,  there* 
uoLtREux  fore,  the  proceedings  are  thereby  rendered  inoperaHve, 
BaowMB.      and  no  adjudication  can  now  take  pbce. 

Bayley,  B. — The  7  Geo.  4,  c.  S7,  s.  15,  proTides, 
"  That  no  prisoner,  who  shall  have  petitioned  the  Court 
for  relief,  shall,  after  the  filing  of  his  petition,  be  dis- 
charged  out  of  custody  as  to  any  action  for  any  debt,  with 
respect  to  which  an  adjudication  in  the  matter  of  such  pe- 
tition can,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  be  made,  by 
reason  of  any  aupertedeat,  for  want  of  the  plaintifi^s  pro- 
ceeding in  such  action."  The  words  of  the  act  respecting 
the  filing  the  petition  and  schedule  are  directory  only  aa  to 
the  schedule  being  delivered  within  fourteen  days,  because 
it  adds,  "  or  within  such  further  time  as  the  Court  shall 
think  reasonable."  There  is  still  a  valid  petition  on  the 
files,  and  the  Court  may  proceed  to  adjudication.  The 
rule  of  Court  ot  Easter  Term,  3  Geo.  4,  was  made  before 
the  present  Insolvent  Act  passed.  The  filing  the  petition 
is  evidence  that  he  meant  to  take  advantage  of  the  act ; 
and  an  adjudication  might  have  been  made  of  the  plain- 
tiff's debt 

Rule  discharged. 


Dow  «.  Clark. 
An  in&ni  incd     JL  HE  plaintifT,  an  infant,  sued  by  proekein  amy,  and 
■ndTi^ol!^''  "SB   nonsuited,   and  judgment  entered  against  him  for 
>uii«i,and  tiicrc  costs.     He  sued  out  a  writ  of  error,  of  which  notice  waa 

wu  Jadgminl 

tpinit  him  far  sefved  oo  the  defendant  on  the  S9th  of  January,  the 
•ued  out  ■  writ  day  of  its  allowance,  returnable  on  the  ^rd  of  April 
w«"";  F^**    •*'*•     The  plaintiff  had  taken  no  steps  since  on  the  writ 

After  the  TCturn-diy  of  the  writ  at  error  had  expired,  he  wu  taken  in  eiecution  on  the  orictaal 
]udgmenl; — Htid,  thit  he  wu  not  entitled  to  be  diKbiTged  out  oT  eunaij,  mA  Ihtt  it  wu  itoc 
neeciMry  that  ■  umprot  ihould  be  ligned  lajiuliff  the  eiecution. 
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error,  but  having  been  taken  in  execution  on  an  alias  capias   Exeh.  o/pieas, 
ad  satisfaciendum  for   the  costs  of  the  nonsuit.  Price  ob- 
tained a  rule  to  set  aside  the  capias,  and  to  discharge  the 
defendant  out  of  custody. 

Buti  shewed  cause. — The  capias  was  regularly  issued, 
as  the  writ  of  error  was  not  proceeded  with.  The  infant 
plaintiff  is  liable  to  costs  ;  and,  if  that  is  disputed,  it  can 
only  be  taken  advantage  of  on  a  writ  of  error;  Gardiner  v. 
Uoli  (a) ;  where  the  Court  refused  to  interfere  summarily, 
though  the  infant  sued  by  prochein  amy.  Finlay  v. 
Fou>le  (A). 

Price,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  infant  is  not  liable 
to  costs.  The  Court  will  not  compel  him  to  give  security 
for  costs  (c).  An  infant  taken  in  execution  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged, as  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  nonsuit. 
Grave  v.  Grave  {d).  [Bayley,  B. — There  an  infant  brought 
trespass  by  guardian.  It  is  otherwise  if  the  infant  be- 
gan by  guardian,  because  there  there  is  no  malice  inferred 
in  him.  Turner  v.  Turner  (tf),  before  Lord  King  in  equity.] 
Then  this  is  not  matter  of  error,  as  the  procfiein  amy  is 
the  party  on  the  record.  [Bayley,  B. — So  he  was  in 
Gardiner  v.  HoU;  that  case  is  exactly  analogous.]  If  so, 
it  is  still  a  good  writ  of  error.  The  defendant  has  not 
signed  a  non  pros.  [Bayley,  B. — A  non  pros  is  not  neces- 
sary to  justify  execution.  The  defendant  may  take  out  a 
scire  facias  quare  executionern  non^  without  that.]  That 
is,  after  the  record  has  been  certified ;  and  can  only  be  sued 
out  after  a  rule  to  certify  the  record  has  expired,  unless  the 
record  has  been  certified.  Goodright  v.  Hvgoson{f).  The 
defendant  has  the  record  and  he  should  leave  it  with  the 
officer  of  the  Court,  in  order  to  enable  us  to  make  the 

{a)  2  Strange,  1217.  (e)  2  P.  Wms.  296,    I   Stra. 

(6)  13  East,  6.  708,S.  C. 

(c)  2  Chitty'6  Rep.  359.  {J')  Caa.  tern.  Hardw.  351. 
((/)  Cro.  £liz.33. 

VOL.  I.  L  L  L 
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aid,  he  will  be  without  remedy.  But  it  is  objected  that  E»eh.of  Pleas, 
Hollts  has  since  paid  the  amount  he  owed  to  the  crown, 
and  that  the  commissioners  of  stamps  have  cancelled  the 
bond  given  by  him ;  but  the  mere  cancelling  of  the  bond 
would  not  destroy  the  crown  debt ;  a  quietus  was  neces- 
sary. In  Rex  v.  Clarke  {a)^  the  Court  declared  that  it 
should  not  be  a  rule  that  a  debtor  of  the  crown,  though 
the  crown  debt  was  satisfied,  should  not  have  the  benefit 
of  the  crown  process  to  reimburse  himself,  though  it  could 
not  be  granted  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case.  The 
defendant  prays  not  only  for  the  costs  in  this  rule,  but 
for  all  the  costs  incurred  since  HollU  ceased  to  be  a  crown 
debtor,  viz.  in  the  year  18^5;  but  he  is  in  no  way  en- 
titled to  these  costs.     Rex  v.  Bingham  (Jb). 

Folletty  co7i/ra.~- Since  the  defendant  has  been  dis- 
charged under  the  the  Insolvent  Act  in  I83S,  this  case  has 
been  several  times  before  this  Court,  and  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  Hollis  is  not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  prero- 
gative process  (c).  The  defendant  was  fully  discharged  as 
against  Hollis  by  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors* 
Act.  Then  Hollis  can  have  no  right  now  to  proceed 
against  the  defendant  by  prerogative  process,  and  to  sue  out 
<his  scire  facias.  The  crown  is  no  party  to  it,  and  Hollis 
is  no  longer  a  crown  debtor. 

Bayley,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  question  was  de- 
cided by  the  case  in  2  Crompton  Sf  Jervisy  130.  The 
Court  there  expressed  an  opinion  that  Hollis  could 
have  no  further  proceeding  against  the  defendant, 
either  in  his  own  name  or  the  name  of  the  crown.  Bing^ 
ham  being  indebted  to  Hollis^  who  was  a  stamp  distribu- 
tor, an  extent  issued  against  Hollis  in  the  year  1817,  and 
an  extent  in  aid  of  Hollis  against  Bingham.  Bingham 
subsequently  obtained  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent 

(a)  Banbury,  221.  (h)  I  Cr.  &  J.  379. 

(r)  2  Cr.  &  J.  30. 

L  L  L  ^ 
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^*^\^f^^''  Debtors'  Act.     The  consequence  of  that  is,  that  HoUu 

has  no    right  to  sue   for   that  debt,    because   it   is  at 
an  end.     Where  circumstances  occur  which,  as  between 
the  original  creditor  and  debtor,  would  operate  as  a  bar, 
and  the  crown,  though  it  originally  had  an  interest,  has 
no  longer  any,  are  the  Court  to  suffer  the  creditor  to 
avail  himself  of  crown  process,  so  as  to  defeat  what  would 
have  been  a  complete  answer  as  between  themselves? 
But  Hottis,  having  once  obtained  prerogative  process, 
contends  that   the  crown  is  not  barred,  and,  standing  in 
loco  coron^^  he  is  entitled  to  use  that  process.     If  HoUit 
is  indebted  to  the  crown,  the  crown  has  a  right  to  com- 
pel payment  from  Bingham/  but  we  must  be  satisfied 
that  he  is  indebted  to  the  crown  before  we  allow  him  to 
avail  himself  of  prerogative  process.     I  think  it  would  be 
an  improper  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  this  Court,  if  we 
held  that  he  could  avail  himself  of  the  process  of  this 
Court  for  a  debt  not  due  to  the  crown,  but  which  has 
been  discharged  by   the  Insolvent  Act.     The   mere  cir- 
cumstance of  HoUU^s  being  indebted  when  the  process 
was  originally  sued  out  is   not  sufficient.      If  a  crown 
debtor  ceases  to  be  liable  to  the  crown,  he  ceases  to  be 
entitled  to  an  extent  in  aid.     That  appears  from  this  very 
case  in  2  Crompion    ^  Jervis^   130.      Hollis,  therefore, 
acted  at  his  peril,  and  the  scire  facias  must  be  quashed, 
and  the  costs  of  it  paid  by  him.     As  to  the  other  costs  we 
ought  not  to  make  any  order. 

B0LLAND9  B. — The  passage  cited  from  Banbury  is  con- 
tained in  a  note  at  the  end  of  the  case,  and  it  is  upon  the 
rjequest  of  the  Attorney-General  that  the  Court  makes 
that  declaration. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

Vide  Attorney  General  v.  Stonehousff  Hardres,  229,  230. 


REGULiE   GENERALES. 


865 


REGULiE  GENERALES. 


Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1833. 


XT  is  declared  and  ordered.  That  in  all  cases  in 
which  a  defendant  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  detained  in 
prison  on  any  writ  o{  capias  or  detainer,  under  the  statute 
2  Will,  4,  c.  39,  or  being  arrested  thereon  shall  go  to 
prison  for  want  of  bail,  and  in  all  cares  in  which  he  shall 
have  been  or  shall  be  rendered  to  prison  before  declara- 
tion on  any  such  process,  the  plaintiff  in  such  process 
shall  declare  against  such  defendant  before  the  end  of 
the  next  term  after  such  arrest,  or  detainer,  or  render, 
and  notice  thereof,  otherwise  such  defendant  shall  be  en* 
titled  to  be  discharged  from  such  arrest  or  detainer  upon 
entering  an  appearance  according  to  the  form  set  forth  in 
the  aforesaid  statute  S  WilL  4,  c.  ^^9,  sched.  No.  S;  un- 
less further  time  to  declare  shall  have  been  given  to  such 
plaintiff  by  rule  of  Court  or  order  of  a  Judge. 


T.  Denman. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

Lyndhurst. 
J.  Baylcy, 
J.  A.  Park. 

J.  Littledale. 
S.  Gaselee. 
J.  Vauohan. 


J.  Parke. 

W.  BOLLAND. 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 

W.  E.  Taunton- 
E.  H.  Alderson. 
J.  Patteson. 

J.  GURNEY. 


It  is  ordered,  That,  from  the  present  day,  in  all 
actions  against  prisoners  in  the  custody  of  the  Marshal  of 
the  Marshalsea,  or  of  the  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  or  of  the 
Sheriff^  the  defendant  shall  plead  to  the  declaration  at 
the  same  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the  same 
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^'^xix!**'*    rules  as  in  actkyns  against  defendants  who  are  not  in 

cnstody. 


Rc4>.G] 


T.  Dbnmak. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

Ltndhubst. 
J.  Batlet. 
J.  A.  Park. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE. 

S.  Gaselee. 
J.  Vaughan. 


J.  Parke. 
W.  BoixAvn. 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 

W.  E.  Taustok. 
E.  H.  Aldersoii. 
J.  Pattesom. 
J.  Gurnet. 


It  is  ordered^  That  from  and  after  the  10th  day  of 
•/Wy  next,  where  the  plaintiff  proceeds  by  action  of  debt 
on  the  recognisance  of  bail  in  any  of  the  Courts  at  West- 
minster^  the  bail  shall  be  at  liberty  to  render  their  prin- 
cipal at  any  time  within  the  space  of  fourteen  days  next 
after  the  service  of  the  process  upon  them,  but  not  at  any 
later  period;  and  that  upon  such  render  being  duly  made, 
and  notice  thereof  given^  the  proceedings  shall  be  stayed 
upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  writ  and  serYioe  thereof 

only. 

T.  Denman. 


N.  C.  TlNDAL. 

Ltndhurst. 
J.  Batlet. 
J.  A.  Park. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE. 

S.  Gaselee. 
J.  Vaughan. 


J.  Parke. 

W.  BOLLAND. 

J.  B.  Bosanquet. 
W.  E.  Taunton. 
E.  H.  Alderson. 
J.  Patteson. 
J.  Gurnet. 


INDEX 


PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ABATEMENT. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  LiuiTATtOKs,  Statute  or. 

ACTION. 
See  Limitations,  Statute  of. 

\.  Commencement  of. 

1,  Since  the  Uoiformity  of  Process 

Act,  suing  out  tlie  writ  of  summons  is 

the  commence  men  t  of  the  aclion  for 

sll  purposes.      Aliton  v.   Underh'tll, 

S.  Since  the  passing  of  the  Uni  ■ 
forraity  of  Process  Act,  ihe  writ  of 
BUtntnons  is   to  be   considered  as   the 

the  declaration  must  correspond  with 
the   form   of  aclion   specified   in    llie 
writ;  and   if  the   declaration  is  in   a 
different  form  of  action,  it  is  irregu- 
lar, and   the  Court  will  set  it  aside, 
leaving  the  piaintifTto  declare  on  the 
writ,  if  he  can  do  so  according  to  his 
cause  of  action.     Tkompton  v.  Dkas, 
768 
II.  Notice  of. 
By  a  local  act  for  paving,  lighting. 


ACTION. 

natching,  and  improving  the  town  of 
Leamington,    certain    commisstoners 
were  appointed;  and,  by  section  11, 
were  authorized  to  appoint,  by  writinji. 
a  treasurer  and  clerk,  and  also  all 
such   surveyors,  scavengers,   rakers, 
&c.  &c.,  beadles,  constables,  watch- 
men and  other  officers,  deputies  or 
assistants,  for  the   execution  of  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  as  they  should 
from  time  to  time  think  proper.     By 
section    77,  the  commissioners  were 
also  empowered  to  appoint  such  num- 
ber of  able-bodied  men  as  they  shoidd 
think  proper,  to  beemployed  as  watch- 
men during  the  night-time,  and  it  was 
enacted,  that   it  should  be  lawful  for 
such  watchmen,  and  they  were  there- 
by required  in  their  respective  sta- 
tions,   to  apprehend  and  secure  all 
malefacior.i,  &c.  &c.,  and  nil  suspect- 
ed persons  who  uliouhl  be  found  wan- 
dering   or    misbehaving    themselv 
during  the  hours  of  keeping  watc 
By  section  78,  the  watchmen  were 
be  sworn  in  as  constables,  and  nc 
to  be  invested  with   the  like  powt 
and  authorities,  &c.  &c.,  as  any  co 
stables  were  invested  with  or  enjoyi 
by  law.     By  section  1 63,  it  was  e 
acted,  that  no  action,  suit,  or  inform 
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lion,  slioiitcl  be  commenced  against 
any  pei  mn  or  pertonn  for  any  tiling 
done  or  lo  be  done  under  or  by  viHue 
of  that  act,  until  one  calender  month's 
notice  thereof  should  have  been  first 
given  in  writing  ro  ihc  clerk  or  the 
comniig  si  oners  of  the  cause  of  action, 
nor  at  any  time  whatsoever  after  Kuffi- 
cient  satisfaction  or  tender  should 
have  been  made  lo  the  party  a^riev- 
ed.  The  act  contained  the  usual 
power  of  [ileading  the  general  iisup, 
and  giving  the  special  matter  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  act  was  to  be  deemed 
a  public  act: — Held,  frst,  that  the 
section  requiring  notice  to  be  gifen  is 
not  confined  to  acta  done,  or  directed 
to  be  done,  by  the  commissioners,  hut 
applies  to  acts  done  by  congcables 
and  watchmen.  Secondly,  that  evi- 
dence of  the  ilefendantB  acting  as 
GODstahles  and  watchmen  under  the 
commisaionera  in  the  town,  waa prima 
facie  sufficient  lo  enliile  them  lo  the 
protection  of  the  above  section,  with- 
out proof  of  their  appointment;  and, 
thirdly,  that  where  the  watchmen  had 
reasonable  ground  of  suspicion  that 
felony  had  been  committed  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  went  to  the  plainlifTs 
house  Co  apprehend  him  for  such  fe- 
lony, but  beat  him,  and  used  much 
more  violence  than  was  necessary  for 
effecting  his  apprchi  nsion,  they  were 
protected  by  the  section  requiring  no- 
tice.     Butter  V.  Ford  and  Ledger, 


ADMINISTRATION  BOND. 
See  Executors  and  Aduihistrators. 


See  Djstbinoas,  1,  2. 
Outlawry. 

I.  To  hold  to  Bail. 

1 .  Where  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail 

for  several  causes  of  action  is  defec- 


AGREEMENT. 

tive  as  to  some  of  them,  it  will  be 
bad  ill  tolo,  so  as  to  entitle  the  defen- 
dant to  be  discharged  out  of  custody 
on  filing  common  bail.  Baker  v. 
Will,,  2S8 

S.  Inan  affidavit  tohold  to  bail  on* 
promissory  note  or  bill  of  exchange, 
the  amount  for  which  the  instrument 
is  drawn  must  be  specified.  Brooke 
and  Another  V,  Coleman,  6tt 

II.  Defect!  in. 
It  is  not  sufficient,  in  an  aftidavit 
by  the  defendant  in  a  cause,  to  de- 
scribe  him  as  the  "above-named  de- 
fendant," without  any  other  addition. 
Lamfon  v.  Caie,  481 

III.  Filing. 
The  affidavits  to  shew  cause  against 
a  rule  on  the  revenue  aide  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  must  be  filed, 
and  the  party  who  shews  catise  must 
take  office  copies  of  the  affidavits,  or 
have  the  originals  in  Court.  In  re 
Jrffery,  71 

AGREEMENT. 

Conttruction  of. 

1.  1.1  an  agreement  of  reference  it 
was  agreed  that  the  arbitrator  "shall 
or  may"  award  a  certain  matter,  with 
a  proviso,  &c.  &c,  -.—Meld,  that  the 
woriU  "  shall  or  may"  were  impera- 
tive on  the  arbitrator,  and  that  be 
was  bound  to  insert  the  proviso  in  bis 
award,  the  context  of  the  agreem^t 
and  the  situation  of  the  parties  re- 
quiring such  a  construction.  Crump 
v.  Adney,  SiS 

%.  A.  agreed  to  advance  B.  a  aum 
of  4000  j,  on  mortgage  of  certain  free- 
liold  and  copyhold  premises ;  and  by 
the  agreement  it  was  stipulated,  that, 
within  one  week  from  tlie  dale  of  the 
agreement,  B.  should  deliver  to  ^^4.  or 
his  solicitor  a  complete  abstract  of 
the  tide  to  the  premises,  and  produce 
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AMENDMENT. 
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the  title-deeds  necessary  to  verify  the 
same,  and  deduce  and  shew  a  good 
marketable  title,  within  one  month 
after  the  delivery  of  the  abstract :  and 
it  was  provided  that  if  B.  should  not, 
within  a  week,  deliver  such  abstract, 
and  produce  the  title-deeds,  and, 
within  a  month  after  the  delivery  of 
the  abstract,  deduce  a  marketable 
title,  then  it  was  to  be  at  A*s,  option 
to  consider  the  agreement  void :  and, 
it  was  further  provided,  that  B.  should 
forthwith  pay  to  A.  all  costs  and 
.charges  incurred  by  him  in  investi- 
gating the  title  to  the  premises,  &c. 
Abstracts  of  title  were  delivered  soon 
after  the  agreement,  but  they  were 
found  defective.  From  the  24th  of 
Sepleniber,  1 83 1 ,  the  day  when  the 
title  ought  to  have  been  completed, 
until  the  \M\o£May,  IS32,  negotia- 
tions were  going  on,  A.  remonstrating 
on  the  badness  of  the  title,  and  in- 
forming B,  that  his  money  had,  during 
the  whole  interval,  been  lying  idle, 
and  B.f  during  this  interval,  endea- 
vouring to  amend  his  title  until  the 
last-mentioned  day,  when  he  failed  to 
do  so,  and  the  negotiation  ended.  In 
an  action  brought  by  A,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  costs  and  charges  in- 
curred by  him  in  investigating  the 
title,  and  also  interest  on  the  40002. 
which  had  been  lying  idle  from  the 
24th  of  September  until  the  14th  of 
May : — Held,  that  A.  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  the  interest.  Stveetland 
V.  Smith,  5S5 

S.  A.  contracted,  in  consideration 
of  220/.  1  Os,f  to  sell  and  plant  a  quan- 
tity of  trees  on  B,'s  land ;  and  also 
that  *'  he  should  and  would,  at  liis 
own  costs  and  charges,  well  and  suffi- 
ciently keep  in  order  the  trees  afore- 
said for  two  years  after  the  planting, 
and  that  such  as  should  die  during 
that  period,  (except  from  injury  by 
sheep,  game  or  cattle),  should  be  re- 
placed by  him."  In  an  action  to  reco- 
ver the  price,  the  jury  thought  tliat  the 


words  "  keep  in  order"  meant  to  prune 
only,  and  did  not  extend  to  weeding 
and  clearing  the  ground,  and  they 
found  their  verdict  accordingly.  The 
Court,  thinking  this  an  improper  con- 
struction, granted  a  new  trial.  Allen 
v.  Cameron,  882 

Held,  also,  that  evidence  of  non- 
performance by  A.  of  any  part  of  the 
contract  on  his  part  was  admissible  in 
reduction  of  damages.  Ibid. 


AMBASSADOR. 

See  Privilege. 


AMENDMENT. 

Where  allowable, 

1 .  In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrupt,  the  Court  allowed  the 
declaration  to  be  amended  by  adding 
the  name  of  the  official  assignee  as  a 
plaintiflP  on  payment  of  costs.  Baker 
V.  Neaver,  112 

2.  Where,  in  a  declaration  on  a  bill 
of  exchange,  it  was  stated,  that  the 
bill  was  drawn  by  S.  S.,  payable  to 
his  order,  and  the  bill  when  produced 
in  evidence  was  payable  to  the  order 
of  T.  E.i'-Held,  that  the  Judge 
has  rightly  exercised  his  discretion, 
in  allowing  the  record  to  be  amended 
under  9  Geo,  4,  c.  15.  Parks  v. 
Edge,  429 

8.  Where  no  matter  in  print  or  writ- 
ing is  produced  in  evidence,  a  Judge 
at  Nisi  Prius  liad  no  power,  under  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  15,  to  amend  the  record 
from  the  oral  testimony  of  witnesses 
called  to  speak  to  the  contents  of  a 
written  document  which  has  been  de- 
stroyed, and  which  contents,  on  their 
evidence,  appear  to  be  materially  dif- 
ferent from  the  statement  of  the  do- 
cument upon  the  record.  Brooks  v. 
Blanshardf  770 

4.  QuiBre-^K  SL  copy  had  been  pro- 
duced, in  such  case,  as  secondary  evi- 
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ARREST. 


ATTORNEY. 


denoe*  whether  the  Judge  coald  have 
amemled  from  such  copy  ?  Find, 

5.  Where  a  pbintiflT,  by  mistake, 
had  proceeded  against  the  inhabitants 
of  the  kmmdred  instead  of  the  baromgk 
of  ^.9  in  an  aetioo  for  damage  by 
noters  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  81 , 
the  Court  amended  the  writ  and  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  by  striking  out 
the  word  **  hundred"  and  substituting 
the  word  "  boroi^;h,''  the  time  for 
bringing  a  firesh  action  having  ex- 
pired. Hartom  t.  The  InkabkanU  of 
SUmfard^  778 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Officb. 

APPROPRIATION. 
See  Patmbnts. 

ARREST. 

See  Sheeivf. 

I.  Coverture, 

Where  a  married  woman  has  been 
arrested,  the  Court  will  discharge 
her  on  filing  common  bail,  or  order 
the  baO-bood  to  be  given  up  to  be 
cancelled,  if  the  coverture  be  clearly 
established,  unless  she  has  used  de- 
ceit before  or  at  the  time  of  obtaining 
the  credit.     Freame  v.  Mitford,     54 

II.  Privilege  from, 

A  practising  barrister  is  privileged 
from  arrest,  eundo^  morando^  et  rede~ 
uaiio,  and  he  does  not  lose  that  privi- 
lege by  going  into  a  shop  on  his  re* 
turn  from  the  Court,  unless  he  re- 
mains there  an  unreasonable  time. 
Luniley  v.  — ,  579 

III.  Second  Arrest, 

A  prisoner  on  mesne  process  dis- 
charged on  a  condition  afterwards 
broken  may  be  arrested  a  second  time 


without  a  Judge's  order 
V.  Fr 


CamUliam 
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ASSETS. 
See  ExBCOTOBS  jtsD  Aomikistkatobs. 

ASSIGNEE. 

See   COVBKABT. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

A  panper  whose  settlement  was  in 
the  parish  of  J.  resided  in  the  parnh 
of  j^.,  and  whilst  there  recaved  rdief 
from  the  parish  of  A^  which  relief 
was  afterwards  discontinued,  the  over- 
seers objecting  to  pay  any  more  unless 
the  pauper  remov^  into  his  own  pa- 
rish. The  pauper  was  subsequently 
taken  ill  and  attended  by  an  apothe- 
cary, who,  afler  attendmg  him  nine 
weeks,  sent  a  letter  to  the  overseers  of 
A,t  upon  the  receipt  of  which  they  di- 
rected the  allowance  to  be  renewed, 
and  it  was  continued  to  the  time  of 
the  pauper's  decease: — Held^  that  the 
overseers  of  A,  were  liable  to  pay  «o 
much  of  the  apothecary's  bill  as  was 
incurred  after  the  letter  was  received. 
Paynter  v.  WWiams^  810 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Aw  ABO,  8. 

¥rbere,  at  the  time  of  the  service 
of  a  subpoena  ad  teslifcandum,  the 
original  subpoena  was  not  shewn  to 
the  witness: — Heldj  that  an  atucli- 
ment  would  not  lie  for  disobedience 
to  such  subpcena,  although  the  party 
serving  it  was  not  asked  to  produce 
it.      Hadsworth  v.  Marshall^         87 

ATTORNEY. 

See  Pbactice. 

Undertakixg. 

I.  Cerlifcate. 
An  attorney  n^kcted  to  take  out 


AWARD. 


BAIL 
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his  certificate  in  the  years  1815  and 
1816.  In  1832,  he  practised  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions: — Heldt  liable  for 
the  penalties  under  22  Geo,  2,  c.  46, 
s.  12.  Slack  q.  t.  v.  Wilkins,         23 

II.  Delivery  of  Bill, 

A  signed  bill  need  not  be  deliver- 
ed by  an  attorney  suing  for  business 
done  in  the  Middlesex  Court  of  Re- 
quests.   Becke  v.  Wells^  75 

III.  Rights  of. 

An  attorney  of  another  Court, 
who  conducts  an  action  in  the  Ex^ 
chequer  in  his  own  name,  can  bring 
no  action  for  his  fees,  and  has  no  lien 
for  such  fees;  and  the  Court  will  al- 
low one  judgment  to  be  set  off  against 
another,  without  regard  to  his  claim 
of  a  lien  for  such  fees.  Latham  v. 
Hyde,  Hyde  v.  Latham,  128 

AWARD. 

1 .  An  award  by  an  umpire  is  not  vi- 
tiated by  a  mistake  in  the  recital  of 
the  award,  in  the  Christian  name  of 
one  of  the  original  arbitrators  who 
had  appointed  the  umpire.  Trew  v. 
Burton^  53S 

2.  Such  mistake  not  being  mate- 
rial, an  alteration  made  by  a  stranger 
subsequently  to  the  publication  of  the 
award,  by  striking  out  the  wrong  and 
inserting  the  right  Christian  name, 
does  not  vitiate  the  award,  but  leaves 
it  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  before 
such  alteration.  Ibid, 

3.  Where  the  affidavit  for  an  at- 
tachment for  not  performing  an  award 
was  defective,  in  not  shewing  that  the 
award  was  published  before  the  au- 
thority of  the  umpire  expired : — Heldf 
that  it  was  sufficient  if  it  appeared 
from  the  jural  that  the  affidavit  of 
execution  by  the  umpire  was  sworn 
before  that  time  expired.  Ibid, 


BAIL. 

See  Affidavit. 
Practice. 

1.  Giving  time  to  the  Principal, 

Af^er  a  bail-bond  has  been  for- 
feited, and  an  assignment  thereof 
taken,  time  given  to  the  principal  is 
no  discharge  of  the  sureties.  Woos* 
nam  v.  Price,  852 

11.  Justification  of  Bail. 

An  affidavit  of  justification  of  bail 
must  state  that  the  parties  are  worth 
the  requisite  property.  Rogers  v. 
Jones,  323 

III.  Notice  of, 

1  •  A  notice,  that  the  bail  has  resided 
"  nithin"  the  last  six  month  at  the 
place  mentioned  therein,  is  sufficient, 
when  accompanied  by  an  affidavit 
stating  that. the  bail  has  resided  there 
*^for"  the  last  six  months,  agreeably 
to  the  form  prescribed  by  Rule  3  of 
T.  T.  1  fViU,  4.     Ward's  Bail,     2S 

2.  One  of  the  bail,  carrying  on 
the  business  of  a  Scotch  ale  agent,  was 
described  in  the  notice  of  bail  as  a 
"  gentleman:" — Held,  a  substantial 
misdescription.       Flemming's    Bail, 

111 

3.  Where  the  defendant  is  a  prisoner, 
a  notice  of  putting  in  and  justifying 
bail  at  the  same  time  must  state  that 
the  defendant  is  a  prisoner.  Creigh- 
ton's  Bail,  335 

4.  An  informality  in  the  notice  of 
bail  does  not  render  the  proceeding 
null,  so  as  to  justify  the  plaintiff  in 
issuing  an  attachment  against  the 
sheriff.    Rex  v.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex, 

482 

IV.  Render  of  Principal. 

The  Court  will  enlarge  the  time  for 
bail  to  render  a  defendant  who  is  un- 
der imprisonment  in  a  country  gaol 
upon  conviction  for  libel,  until  a 
week  after  the  imprisonment  under 
the  sentence  has  expired ;  not  until  a 
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week  after  the  term  for  which  he  was 
sentenced  to  be  imprisoned.  Camp- 
bell  V.  Ackland,  73 

V.   Time  for  putting  in. 

Where  the  defendant  was  arrested 
on  the  Ist  of  Jpril,  and,  owing  to 
Easter  Monday  and  Tuesday  falling 
on  the  8th  and  9th,  had  the  lOtli  to 
put  in  bail,  and  the  plaintiff  on  the 
10th,  took  an  assignment  of  the  bail- 
bond  and  issued  a  writ  of  summons 
against  the  bail,  the  Court  aet  aside 
the  proceedings.  Alston  t.  Under- 
hill,  492 

BANKER. 

Certain  stock  was  vested  in  trus- 
tees, upon  trust,  amongst  other 
things,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  A, 
during  his  life;  and,  afler  his  death, 
upon  trusts  for  his  widow  and  chil- 
dren. M.  ^  Co.  were  the  bankers  of 
the  trustees,  and  employed  by  them 
to  receive  the  dividends.  During  the 
life  ofy#.,  the  amount  of  the  dividends 
on  the  stock  was  regularly  carried  to 
the  account  of  A,,  in  the  books  of  the 
firm,  and  drawn  for  and  received  by 
him.  A,  died  on  the  2drd  January, 
1 824 ;  and,  on  his  death,  a  new  ac- 
count was  opened  with  the  trustees  in 
the  books  of  M.  S^  Co, ;  and,  in  that 
account,  credit  was  given  to  the  trus- 
trees  for  dividends,  amounting  to 
140S/.,  as  received  in  April  «ad  July, 
1824,  and  the  trustees  were  debited 
with  several  sums,  amounting  to  225/., 
paid  to  checks  drawn  upon  the  house, 
on  the  presumption  that  the  divi- 
dends had  been  actually  received.  In 
point  of  fact  the  above  dividends 
had  not  been  received  by  M.  ^  Co.; 
F.f  a  partner  in  that  house,  having, 
in  the  lifetime  of  ^.,  sold  and  trans- 
ferred the  stock  in  question  by  means 
of  forged  powers  of  attorney.  F, 
continued,  after  this  transfer,  to  enter 
in  the  day  book  of  M.  ^  Co.  the 
amounts  of  the  half-yearly  dividends. 


on  the  days  when  they  would  have 
become  due,  as  if  he  had  duly  received 
tlie  same  at  the  Bank  of  England, 
which  amounts  were,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  regularly  posted 
from  such  day-book  to  the  credit  of 
the  trustees  by  the  clerks  oi  M,  % 
Co,  Commissions  of  bankrupt  issud 
against  the  members  of  the  firm  of 
M.  ^  Co.,  in  September  and  OcUiber 
IS24 :-^Held,  that,  at  the  date  of 
those  commisions,  the  bankrupts  were 
not  indebted  to  the  trustees  for  the 
balance  of  the  dividends  appearing  by 
the  books  to  have  been  received. 
Humev.Bolland,  1^ 

BANKRUPT. 

See  Sheriff. 
One  of  two  partners,  after  commit- 
ting an  act  of  bankruptcy,  handed 
over  a  bank  post-bill  and  some  silver 
to  the  agent  of  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  accepted  by  the  partners, 
and  which  was  just  about  to  become 
due,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
such  bill.  Such  handing  over  was 
found  to  be  a  fraudulent  preference, 
and  to  have  been  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy.  On  the  same  day,  but 
a  few  hours  later  than  the  time  of 
handing  over  the  note  and  money, 
the  other  partner  committed  an  set 
of  bankruptcy : — Held,  that  the  act 
of  the  partner  who  had  committed 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  before  he  hand- 
ed over  the  property  was  not  bindingi 
and  that  the  assignees  of  the  two 
partners  might  recover  the  value  o( 
the  property.     Burt  v.  Moult,     525 

BARRISTER. 
See  Privilege  from  Arrest. 

BILLS   AND  NOTES. 

See  Pleading. 

I.  Action  on. 
1.  Defendant  and  his  surety  signed 


COSTS. 


COURT  OF  REQUESTS.     875 


the  jury  were  discharged.     Vallance 
V.  Evang,  S56 

II.  Of  good  Jury. 

Since  the  Rule  101,  H.  T.  2  Will. 
4,  the  costs  of  a  good  jury  upon  the 
execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  are  al- 
lowed on  taxation.  Wilkinson  v. 
Malin^  237 

III.  Of  Trial. 

Where,  during  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
one  of  the  jury  absconded,  and 
the  other  jurors  were  accordingly 
discharged;  and  a  second  trial  was 
afterwards  had,  when  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintff: — Held^  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  first  trial.  Harrison  v.  Bennett. 

IV.  Security  for. 

Where  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
proceed  with  an  action  brought  by 
the  bankrupt,  they  must  give  secu- 
rity  for  all  the  costs.  An  application 
for  security  for  costs  in  such  a  case, 
held  not  too  late,  although  not  made 
until  the  end  of  Easter  Term,  the^a^ 
having  issued  in  November^  and  the 
plaintiff  having,  before  Easter  Term, 
given  notice  of  trial  for  the  sittings 
afler  that  term.     Mason  v.  Polhill. 

620 

V.   Taxation  of. 

Some  of  many  defendants  demur- 
red to  some  counts  of  a  declaration, 
and  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  remain- 
der; and  the  rest  of  the  defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  whole: — 
Held,  that  the  defendants  who  de- 
murred could  not,  after  obtaining 
judgment  in  their  favour  on  the  de- 
murrer, tax  their  costs  on  that 
judgment.     Forbes  v.  Gregory,  4>S5 

VI   Costs  under  43  Geo,  3. 
1 .  The  purchaser  of  a  horse  can  re- 


cover for  breach  of  warranty,  in  an 
action  for  damages  only,  and  cannot 
sue  on  the  indebitatus  counts,  as  on  a 
failure  of  the  original  consideration, 
unless  there  was  a  stipulation  in  the 
original  agreement  for  rescinding  the 
contract  in  such  event,  or  unless  both 
parties  subsequently  agree  to  rescind, 
or  unless  the  case  be  one  of  fraud; 
and,  therefore,  there  is  no  reasonable 
or  probable  cause  within  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46,  for  holding  to  bail  in  a  case  not 
within  those  exceptions.  Gompertz 
V.  Denton,  207 

2,  A  vendor  arresting  the  vendee 
for  the  full  amount  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  is  not  liable  to  pay  costs 
under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  3,  al- 
though part  of  the  goods  sent  on  ap- 
proval had  been  returned  to  the  ven- 
dor, and  accepted  by  his  servant,  it 
not  appearing  that  the  vendor  had 
personal  notice  of  such  return  and 
acceptance.     Roper  v.  Sheasby,  496 

3.  A  defendant,  who  is  arrested 
for  a  larger  sum  than  is  recovered 
against  him,  is  entitled  to  costs  under 
Stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  3,  if  there  be 
no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  the 
arrest,  though  the  arrest  is  not  shewn 
to  have  been  malicious.  Erie  v. 
Wynne,  532 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 

See  Attorney. 
Practice. 

1 .  Semble,  that  the  amount  found  by 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  not  the 
sum  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be 
due,  is  to  be  considered  the  debt  for 
which  the  action  is  brought,  and  by 
which  the  Court  are  to  decide  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  sued 
in  the  Court  of  Requests.  Baddley 
V.  OUver,  219 

2.  Where  the  master  of  a  vessel, 
trading  between  London  and  Rotter^ 
dam,  was,  in  the  course  of  his  trade, 
in  the  habit  of  coming  with  his  vessel 
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to  a  particular  wharf,  and  there  un- 
loading his  cargo,  which  was  dcpo- 
sited  in  a  warehouse  there,  and  a 
fresh  cargo  taken  in ;  and  who  pur- 
chased necessaries  for  the  vessel  in 
London^  but  had  no  residence,  or 
counting-house,  or  warehouse,  in 
London^  in  his  own  occupation: — 
Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  be 
sued  in  the  London  Court  of  Re- 
quests. Double  V.  Gibbs,  246 
3.  Semble,  that  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation  is  not  within  the  ex- 
ception in  the  S9  &  40  Geo.  S,  c.  104, 
s.  11.                                            Ibid, 

COVENANT. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

Where  maintainable. 

An  assignee  who  takes  from  a  les- 
see leasehold  premises  by  indenture 
indorsed  on  the  lease,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  rent  and  the  perform^ 
ance  of  the  covenants  and  agreements 
reserved  and  contained  in  the  lease,  is 
not  liable  in  covenant  to  the  lessee  for 
rent  which  the  lessee  has  been  called 
on  by  the  lessor  to  pay  after  the  as- 
signee has  assigned  over.  fVolveridge 
V.  Steward,  644 

DAMAGES. 
See  Distress. 

DEBT. 

Semble,  that  debt  cannot  be  sup- 
ported for  an  escape  under  an  attach- 
ment for  non-payment  of  costs  under 
a  decree  in  equity.    Blower  v.  Mollis, 

DEVISE. 

See  Will. 

I.  Construction  of 

1.  A  testator,  after  charging  such 
part  of  his  property  as  might  be  ne- 


cessary and  adequate  for  the  payment 
of  his  just  debts,  gave  to  his  brother 
R,  C  all  that  dwelling-house,  &c.,  with 
all  lands  appertaining  to  the  same,  late- 
ly in  the  possession  of  G,  S.  of  tV.,  or 
his  mortgagee,  the  said  property  lying 
and  being  in  the  township  of  fV.;  and 
also  gave  to  R.  C  all  the  share,  right, 
and  property  of  the  H.  estate,  situate 
in  the  county  of  Chester,  as  left  by 
his  late  father: — Held,  that  R.  C. 
took  a  life  estate  only  in  tlie  premises 
in  fV.     Doe  v.  Clarke,  39 

2.  A  testator  devised  bis  real  estates 
to  A,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease, 
devised  all  his  estate,  as  well  real  as 
personal,  and  all  accumulations  there- 
of, "  to  such  of  his  the  said  testator's 
relations  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  being 
a  male,"  as  /f .  should  by  deed  or 
will  give,  devise,  or  bequeath,  or  no- 
minate or  appoint ;   and  in  default  of 
such  appointment,  the  testator  devised 
the  said  estates  and  premises  **  to  such 
of  his  the  testator's  relations  of  the 
name  of  Pearce,  being  a  male,  as  ./. 
should  approve  of  or  adopt,"  "  if  he 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of  J^ 
his   heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  for  ever."     And  in  case 
A,  should  not  have  adopted  any  sued 
male  relation,  or  in  case  he  should 
have  made  such  adoption  and  tliere 
should  not  be  any  such  male  relation 
living  at  the  time  of  tlie  decease  of 
A,,  then  the  testator  devised  the  said 
estates  and  premises   "  unto  the  next 
and  nearest  of  kin  of  him  the  said 
testator,  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  being 
a  male,  or  the  elder  of  such  male  rela- 
tions, in  case  there   should  be  fnore 
than  one  of  equal  degree  living  at  hts 
the  said  testator^ s  decease,  his  hein, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
for  ever"     The  testator  then  gave  aS^ 
his  plate,  books,  pictures,  household 
goods,    &c.,  to  his  executors,   "lo 
trust  to  permit  and  suffer  J.  to  have, 
use,  and  enjoy  the  same  during  hts 
life,  and,  after  hie  decease,  then  t» 
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trust  for  the  person*  who  should  suc- 
ceed to  or  inherit  his  the  said  testator's 
reed  estates  under  and  by  virtue  of 
that  his  wilL**  A.^  the  tenant  for  life, 
died  without  issue,  without  having 
executed  the  power  of  adoption' of  a 
relation  of  the  testator's,  according  to 
the  will.  I'he  next  or  nearest  rela- 
tion, or  nearest  of  kin,  of  the  testator, 
living  at  his  decease,  were — first,  A,^ 
the  tenant  for  life — secondly,  B,^  the 
plaintiflT— and,  thirdly,  C,  die  plain- 
tiff's brother.  The  testator  had  a 
brother,  of  the  name  of  Zachary, 
who,  if  living,  or  his  son,  if  he  had 
died  leaving  issue  male,  would  have 
been  the  testator's  next  and  nearest 
relation,  and  nearest  of  kin,  of  the 
name  of  Pearce ;  but  it  appeared  that 
he  had  gone  to  sea,  and  had  not  been 
heard  of  for  many  years  :^ — Held^  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  if  Zacha- 
ry^  the  testator's  brother,  died  with- 
out issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
tor, A.  took  under  the  ultimate  limi- 
tation, contained  in  the  testator's  will, 
an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  testator's 
real  estates,  and  an  absolute  interest 
in  his  personalty.    Pearce  v.  Vincent, 

598 
8.  A  testator  devised  as  follows: 
*^  I  give  all  my  personal  leasehold 
mortgages,  and  freehold  estates, 
goods,  ready  money,  chattels,  where- 
soever and  whatsoever,  to  my  bro- 
ther, 7^.  Z).,  in  trust  for  my  nephew 
and  nieces,  /.  Z).,  A,  /).,  M.  A,  Z)., 
and  E,  Z).,  when  the  younger  shall 
come  of  age;  also,  if  my  brother, 
T.  D»i  should  have  children,  then  his 
children  to  have  equal  share  with  my 
four  before-mentioned  nephew  and 
nieces,  he,  my  brother,  T.  Z).,  to  pay 
for  their  education  and  maintain  them, 
if  any  is  wanted,  he  paying  himself 
for  any  trouble  he  may  be  at;  and  he 
living  at  free  cost  in  the  house  1  now 
occupy,  keeping  Sarah^  my  servant, 
if  they  can  agree,  and  if  not,  to  give 
her  one  shilling  per  week  for  life :" — 

VOL.  I. 


Held,  that,  under  this  devise,  the 
nephew  and  nieces  of  the  testator 
named  in  the  will  were  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  when 
the  youngest  came  of  age ;  but  in  the 
event  of  any  child  or  children  being 
born  to  T.  D,,  sucli  child  or  children, 
if  more  than  one,  would  be  entitled  to 
share  equally  with  the  other  nephew 
and  nieces,  in  the  future  rents  and 
profits,  from  the  time  of  their  respec- 
tive births ;  and  that  to  such  child 
or  children  the  provision  as  to  edu- 
cation and  maintenance  would  also 
apply,  as  well  as  to  the  nephew  and 
nieces  named  in  the  will.  Darker  v. 
Darker,  850 

4.  Held,  also,  that  the  testator  did 
not  intend  that  his  brother,  T,  D., 
should  give  up  the  house  on  the 
youngest  niece  attaining  twenty-one. 

Jbid. 
'  5,  A.  being  possessed  of  considera- 
ble estates,  which  were  his  old  family 
estates,  and  having  also  purchased  se- 
veral estates  for  money  considerations, 
and  exchangedseveralpsLTisohhe  fami- 
ly estates  for  other  lands,  and  amongst 
others  for  the  estate  in  question,  de- 
vised as  follows :  **  I  give  and  devise 
all  my  messuages,  tenements,  mills, 
lands,  rents,  hereditaments,  and  real 
estates  whatsoever,  which  I  have  here- 
tofore from  time  to  time  *  purchased' 
from  different  persons  in  the  several 
deeds  and  conveyances  thereof  named, 
Sec,  to  my  sisters,  A,  M,  and  E,  M, :" 
— Held,  that  the  estate  which  the  tes- 
tator had  obtained  in  exchange  passed 
to  his  sisters  under  this  devise  as  part 
of  the  purchased  estates.  Doe  d. 
Meyrick  v.  Meyrick,  820 

II.  Evidence  to  explain, 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  after  giving 
certain  premises  to  his  wife  for  life, 
devised  as  follows :  '*  And  after  her 
decease  to  my  nepliew,  Morgan  Mor^ 
gan,  and  his  right  heirs.  Also,  I 
give  and  bequeaUi  unto  my  nephew^ 
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evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  party 
sued  with  the  party  who  appears  to 
have  executed  the  instrument.  Whit^ 
locke  V.  Musgrove^  511 

4.  A  person,  on  being  sent  by  the 
defendant,  an  indorser  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, to  the  plaintiff,  the  indorsee, 
to  inquire  as  to  the  solvency  of  ^., 

,  a  prior  indorser,  went  to  the  plain- 
tiff's residence;  and,  on  the  street 
door  bdng  opened,  a  person  in  a 
dressing-gown,  whom  he  had  never 
seen  before  or  since,  asked  him  what 
his  business  was: — Held^  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  identity  to  let  in 
evidence  of  the  conversation.  Corfield 
V*  Parsons,  730 

5.  It  is  a  question  for  the  Judge, 
and  not  a  point  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  whether  the  evidence  of 
identity  is  sufficient  in  such  case. 

Ibid. 

6.  j4.  contracted,  in  consideration 
of  2fiOL  10#.,  to  sell  and  plant  a 
quantity  of  trees  on  B^s.  land,  and  also 
that  "he  should  and  would,  at  his 
own  costs  and  charges,  well  and  suf- 
ficiently keep  in  order  the  trees  afore- 
said for  two  years  after  the  planting, 
and  that  such  as  should  die  during 
that  period,  (except  from  injury  by 
sheep,  game  or  cattle),  should  be  re- 
placed by  him." — Held,  that  evidence 
of  nonperformance  by  A*  of  any  part 
of  the  contract  on  his  part  was  admis- 
sible in  reduction  of  damages.  Allen 
V.  Cameron^  832 

EXECUTION. 

Semble,  that  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  an  outstand- 
ing term,  vested  in  a  trustee,  upon 
trust  to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  lia- 
ble  to  be  seized  under  an  execution 
against  the  cestui  que  trust,  the  owner 
of  the  inheritance.  Doe  d.  Phillips 
V.  Evans,  450 


EXECUTORS  AND    ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

* 

See  Legacy  Duty. 

1 .  A  n  administrator  sued  a  debtor  to 
his  intestate,  and  recovered  a  verdict 
against  him;  and  the  debtor,  being  in 
gaol,  subsequently  petitioned  to  be 
discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Acr. 
The  debtor  offered  terms,  whereby 
he  was  to  be  liberated  on  payment 
of  150/.,  a  sum  less  than  the  costs  in- 
curred in  tlie  action.  The  adminis- 
trator agreed  to  the  terms,  and  liber- 
ated the  debtor: — Held,  in  an  action 
brought  against  him  by  a  creditor  of 
the  intestate,  that  he  was  not  charge- 
able with  any  part  of  the  debt  as  as- 
sets.    Pennington  v.  Healey,       402 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff,  who  was  en- 
titled to  judgment  against  a  defen- 
dant executor  de  bonis  testatofis,  et  si 
non,&c.,  took  judgment  and  issued 
execution  for  debt  and  costs  de  bonis 
propriis :  the  Court  set  aside  the 
judgment  and  execution  on  motion. 

fVard  V.  Thomas,  532 

3.  An  executrix  pleaded  the  general 
issue,  and  plene  administravit,  and 
afterwards  moved  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit.  The  Court  dis- 
charged that  rule  upon  a  peremptory 
undertaking  to  try  the  first  issue,  and 
allowed  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  his 
replication  to  the  second  plea,  and 
take  judgment  of  assets  quando,  &c. 
Lucas  V.  Jenner,  597 

4.  Where  an  administrator,  having 
obtained  possession  of  the  intestate's 
effects,  converted  a  sum  of  10,875/. 
8s.  9d.  to  his  own  use,  and  subse- 
quently became  bankrupt,  before  he 
had  exhibited  an  inventory,  or  deli- 
vered in  his  account,  pursuant  to  the 
condition  of  the  administration  bond, 
and  before  any  decree  of  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court  to  pay  over  the  residue 
to  the  next  of  kin  : — Held,  that  the 
conversion  by  the  administrator  of  the 
intestate's  effects  to  his  own  use,  so 
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that  they  nere  entirely  loit  to  the  ea< 
tate,  waa  a  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  "  well  and  iruty  to  adminii- 
ter  the  goods  of  ihe  inteatate  accord- 
ing to  law;"  and  that,  in  an  action 
brought  at  the  instance  of  the  next 
of  kin  in  the  name  of  the  Ordinary, 
ibeaurety  in  the  adminiatration  band 
wai  liable  for  the  full  amount  of  the 
money  to  misapplied.  The  Areh- 
b'uhop  of  Canterbury  v.  Kobettmn, 
690 

6.  Evenifitbeananiwertobreach- 
ea  atsigned  on  the  condition  of  an  ad- 
miniatration bond,  for  not  exhibiting 
a  perfect  inventory,  or  making  a  true 
and  juit  account  at  or  before  a  parti- 
cular day,  that  there  waa  no  Court 
held  on  that  day,  it  must  be  pleaded 
in  excuse  of  performance,  and  cannot 
be  given  in  evidence  where  the  defen- 
dant baa  pleaded  only  non  ett  factum, 
and  breaches  have  been  tuggeated  on 
the  roll,  punuant  to  8  &  9  fVUl.  S, 
c.  ]|,s.8.  Ibid. 

6.  The  administrator  is  not  bound 
by  the  adminiatration  bond  to  diatri- 
bute  ihe  residue  amongat  the  next  of 
kin  before  there  la  a  decree  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  to  pay  over  the 
residne.  Ibid. 

EXTENT  IN  AID. 

1.  In  order  to  obtain  an  extent  un- 
der II  Geo.  4  &  1  ff'iH.  *,  c.  73, 
a.  3,  against  the  principal  and  sureties 
in  a  recognizance  entered  into  by  the 
«ditor  of  a  ttewspaper,  the  plaintiff 
must  shetv  that  be  has  used  due  dili- 
gence, and  has  not  been  able  to  pro- 
cure satisfaction  by  writ  of  execution 
againat  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
defendant.  Pennell  v.  Thompton, 
857 

S.  A  crown  debtor,  nho  has  isiued 
prerogative  process  against  his  own 
debtor,  is  not  entitled  to  continue 
those  proceedings  after  he  has  paid 
ihe  debt  he  owed  to  the  crown.  Rex 
jr.  Bingluitn,  868 


FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

FEME  COVERT. 

See  AsEUT. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  Declaration  stated  that  ibe  plain- 
tiff was  possessed  of  a  farm,  upon 
which  were  certain  growii^  crops, 
and  on  which  the  plaintiff  bad  done 
certain  work  and  labour,  and  expend- 
ed certain  materials  in  making  the 
lands  ready  for  tillage,  of  which  work, 
labour,  and  materials  he  the  plaintifr 
had  not  derived  the  benefit;  and  that, 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff* 
would  let  the  farm  to  tbe  defendant 
for  fourteen  years,  the  defendant  un- 
dertook to  take  the  cropa,  and  pay 
fur  them,  and  for  the  work,  labour, 
and  materials,  according  to  a  valoa- 
tion:  averments — thatplaintifflet  tbe 
farm  accordingly,  and  left  the  crops 
upon  it ;  and  that  the  defendant  took 
possession  of  the  farm,  and  bad  the 
benefit  of  the  work,  labour,  and  ma- 
terials; and  that  the  valuation  was 
made,  but  that  the  defendant  did  itot 
pay.  Plea — that  the  crops,  and  the 
benefit  of  the  work,  labour  and  mate- 
rials, were  not  excepted  or  reserved 
out  of  the  letting  or  agreement  to  let, 
and  that  there  waa  no  agreement  in 
writing  in  reapect  of  those  csuses  of 
action,  or  any  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  signed  by  the  dtfendant,  or 
any  person  by  him  lawfully  author- 
iaedi—Z/eU,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
contract  was  for  an  interest  in  land, 
and  that  the  right  tothe  crops,  and  the 
benefit  of  the  work  and  labour,  were 
both  of  them  an  interest  in  land,  with- 
in tbe  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  Earl  of  Fatnout^  v.  Tluh- 
vias,  S» 

2.  To  an  indebitaiuM  count  for  crops 
bargained  and  sold,  and  under  and 
by  virtue  of  auch  bargain  and  sale, 
accepted  and  taken,  and  had  and  re- 
ceived and  cut  down  by  the  defend- 
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ant,  defendant  pleaded  that  the  crops, 
at  the  time  of  the  bargain  and  sale, 
were  growing  upon  and  fixed  to  cer- 
tain lands;  and  that  before  the  bar- 
gain and  sale  there  was  a  treaty  on 
foot  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, by  which  it  was  proposed 
that  the  plaintiff  should  let  the  lands 
to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant should  take  therewith  the 
said  crops;  and  that  the  defendant 
assented  to  the  treaty ;  and  that,  in 
order  to  carry  the  treaty  into  effect, 
the  supposed  bargain  and  sale  was 
verbally  contracted  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant;  and  that  there  was 
no  agreement  in  writing,  or  any  me- 
morandum or  note  thereof: — Held^ 
that  the  crops  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
bargain  and  sale,  an  interest  in  the 
land,  and  that  the  case  was  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  Ibid. 

S,  Same  point  held  on  a  similar  plea 
to  account  for  work,  labour,  and  ma- 
terials. Ibid 

4.  In  indebittUus  assumpsit  upon  an 
account  stated  defendant  pleaded,  that 
before  the  taking  of  the  account  there 
was  a  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
certain  crops  growing  upon  the  plain- 
tifTs  land,  and  for  work,  labour,  and 
materials,  done  and  used  in  preparing 
the  land  for  tillage;  and  that  there 
was  a  treaty  for  the  plaintifPs  letting 
and  the  defendant's  taking  the  land 
for  fourteen  years,  to  which  the  de- 
fendant assented ;  and  that  the  money 
to  be  paid  for  the  crops,  and  the  work, 
labour,  and  materials,  was  the  money 
concerning  which  the  account  was 
stated ;  and  that  there  was  no  agree* 
tnent  in  writing,  or  any  note  thereof. 
To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that, 
before  the  account  was  stated,  the  de- 
fendant had  mown  the  crops  and  taken 
them  to  his  own  use,  and  had  received 
the  amount  of  the  work  and  labour 
and  materials.  The  defendant  re- 
joined, traversing  that  he  had  cut 
down    the  crops,    and  received  the 


amount  of  work  and  labour,  &c.i  before 
the  stating  oi  the  account.  General 
demurrer:— /Tf/c/,  that  the  contract, 
as  appearing  on  the  pleadings,  was 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  revover.  Ibid. 
5,  In  assumpsit  on  a  promise  to 
manage  a  farm  in  a  good  and  husband- 
like  manner,  and  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  country: — Stmble^  that 
ii  is  sufficient  to  assign  a  breach  in 
the  words  of  the  promise.  Ibid, 

FRAUDULENT  REMOVAL. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Bankrupt. 

GAMING. 

A  match  at  cricket  for  %Ql,  is  with« 
in  the  meaning  of  the  sect.  2  of  the 
9^nne,  c.  14,  and  therefore  illegal. 
And  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived  to  recover  back  the  sum  depo- 
sited may  be  maintained  against  the 
stakeholder,  who  has  paid  over  the 
money  after  notice  not  to  do  so.  Hod- 
sonv.  Terrill,  797 

GOOD  JURY, 
See  Costs. 

GOODS  SOLD  &  DELIVERED. 

Goods  sold  for  ready  money  were 
packed  up  in  boxes  of  the  vendee  for 
him  and  in  his  presence,  but  remained 
on  the  premisesof  the  vendor : — Heid, 
that  goods  sold  and  delivered  would 
not  lie.     Boulter  v.  Arnott^  933 

GROWING  CROPS. 
See  Distress. 

GUARANTIE. 

I.  A  guarantic  in  the  following 
words:  *•  I   hereby  agree  to  be  an- 
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INNUENDO. 


iweraltte  far  the  pavment  of  50l.  for 
T.  Lerigo,  iac^e  T.  Leriga  doei  not 
pay  for  the  gin,  &c.  which  he  receives 
from  you,  and  I  will  pay  the  amount :" 
— Held,  not  a  continuing  guaranlie. 
NicAofson  v.  Paget,  48 

IMPARLANCE, 
See  Practice. 

INCLOSURli. 
An  old  footnay  passed  from  a  public 
highway  over  wastes  to  old  incloiures 
into  another  public  highway.  By  an 
award  of  the  commissioners  under  a 
local  act  for  inclosing  the  wastes,  the 
part  of  the  waste  over  which  the  foot- 
way ran  was  allotted ;  but  the  foot- 
way was  not  mentioned  in  the  award, 
nor  was  any  new  way  set  out  therein. 
No  power  to  atop  up  ways  over  old 
inclosurcs  was  given  by  the  particular 
loclosure  Act.  Held,  that  the  old 
footway  was  not  extinguished  by  tlie 
allotment.  Thackrah  v.  Seymour, 
18 

INDORSEMENT. 
See  Bond. 

INFANT. 

An  infant  sued  by  proeheia  amy 
and  was  nonsuited,  and  there  was 
judgment  against  him  for  the  costs. 
He  sued  out  a  writ  of  error,  which 
was  not  proceeded  with.  Afler  the 
leturn-day  of  the  writ  of  error  had 
expired,  he  was  taken  in  execution  on 
the  original  judgment : — Held,  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  be  discharged  out 
of  custody,  and  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  a  nonproi  should  be  signed 
to  justify  the  execution.  Dim  v. 
Clark,  860 

INNUENDO. 

See  LiBEt. 


INTERPLEADER  ACT. 
INQUIRY,  WRIT  OF. 

Defendant  suffered  judgment  by 
defaulL  Ptaintiff  executed  a  writ 
of  inquiry  in  vacation  and  signed 
judgtnent,  and  took  defendant  in  exe- 
cution. The  Court  compelled  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  file  the  inqui- 
sition and  subsequent  proceedings. 
Tmvnund  v.  Bttrnt,  1 77 


INSOLVENT. 

1.  The  insolvent  proceedings  may 
be  proved  according  to  the  mode  pre- 
scribed by  the  late  act  7  Gto.  4,  c, 
57,  although  the  proceedings  were 
comtnenced  and  took  place  under  ibe 
former  act  1  Geo.  4,  c.  II 9.  Dot  A. 
Phillipi  v.Eeam,  450 

2.  The  provisions  in  the  7th  sec- 
tion of  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  119,  with 
respect  to  the  mode  of  conducting 
the  sale  of  the  insolvent's  estate,  are 
directory  only.  Ibid. 

3.  Where  a  prisoner  petitioned  the 
Insolvent  Court  to  be  discharged,  but 
did  not  file  bis  schedule  within  four- 
teen days,  or  give  notice  to  the  credi- 
tors of  the  filing  of  the  petition,  pur- 
suant to  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and  the 
plaintiff  did  not  declare  against  him 
before  the  end  of  the  second  term ; — 
Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  be 
discharged  out  of  custody.  Mol'metue 
v.BroKM,  BSB 

INTERPLEADER  ACT. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  has  been  ia- 
demnificd  by  a  third  party  for  not  de- 
livering up  property  in  his  possession, 
he  has  no  riffht  to  relief  under  the 
Interpleader  Act,  and  the  Court  will 
discharge  a  rule  obtained  for  that 
purpose,  with  costs.  Tucker  v.  Mor- 
rh.  TS 

i.  A  sheriff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
lief under  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  & 
2  WiH.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6,  where  he  has 
paid  over  the  proceed*  of  the  execu- 
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tioD  to  the  judgment  creditor.     An- 
derson  v.  Callonay^  183 

3.  On  a  motion  by  a  sheriff  for  re- 
lief under  the  Interpleader  Act,  he 
ought  to  apply  promptly  ;  and  where 
the  sheriff  seized  under  an  execution 
on  the  14th  of  December^  and  a  rule 
which  had  been  obtained  to  set  aside 
the  judgment  and  execution  was  dis- 
charged on  the  22nd  of  January ^  and 
the  sheriff  on  the  31st  ot  January  ob- 
tained a  rule  under  the  Interpleader 
Act,  it  was  held,  on  cause  shewn 
against  that  rule,  that  he  ought  to 
have  applied  sooner;  and  that  the 
delay  was  unreasonable ;  and  the 
Court  discharged  the  rule  with  costs. 
Cook  V.  Allen,  5  V2 

4.  Semhle,  that  he  ought  to  have  ap- 
plied at  the  commencement  of  Hilary 
terra,  notwithstanding  the  rule  pend- 
ing to  set  aside  the  judgment.      Ibid. 

5.  Semble,  also,  that  the  sheriff 
should  deny  collusion.  Ibid, 

JUDGE'S  ORDER. 

1.  An  order,  obtained  from  a 
Judge's  clerk  by  mis-statement,  is  a 
nullity.     Woosnam  v.  Price,         352 

JUDGMENT  AS  IN  CASE  OF  A 
NONSUIT. 

See  Practice^ 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Distress. 

1.  Where  a  farm  was  taken  for 
fourteen  years,  and  the  tenant  was  to 
pay  a  given  sum  for  tillages  and  im- 
provements done  before  he  entered, 
and  to  receive  the  value  of  the  til- 
lages and  improvements  which  he 
should  leave  on  the  farm,  according 
to  a  valuation  to  be  made  at  his 
quitting ;  and  the  tenant,  in  the  first 
year  of  the  tenancy,  said  that  he 
would  leave,  and  his  landlord  said  he 
might;  but  no  new  bargain  was  made 


as  to  his  tillages  and  improvemsnts : 
— Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
the  value  of  the  tillages  and  improve- 
ments which  he  left  on  so  quitting. 
Whittaker  v.  Barker,  1 1 3 

2.  W.  ^  H.  by  agreement,  in 
Marcht  1 827,  became  tenants  to  the 
plaintiff,  for  three  years,  of  premises 
bccupied  by  them  as  partners,  with 
the  power  to  them  to  extend  the  terctk 
to  seven  years,  by  giving  the  plaintiff 
a  notice  to  that  effect.  In  January, 
1829,  fV,^  //.gave  notice  according- 
ly. At  Midsummer,  1828,  fV.  retired 
from  the  partnership,  and  in  January, 
1829,  H,  entered  into  partnership 
with  S,,  and  H,  4*  ^*  carried  on  the 
business  under  the  firm  of  H,  ^  S, 
until  1831.  The  plaintiff  gave  receipts 
for  the  rent  as  received  from  H.  after 
fV,  retired,  and  as  received  from  H. 
S^  S,  after  S,  became  partner  with  H. 
In  February,  1829,  the  plaintiff  gave 
to  H,  a  letter  to  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney, signifying  that  a  lease  might  be 
made  to  H,  ^  S.,  but  this  letter  was 
kept  by  //.  and  not  acted  upon,  and 
no  lease  was  prepared :  — Held,  that 
fV.  remained  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  rent  accruing  in  1831.  Graham 
V.  Whichelo,  188 

3.  Landlord  and  tenant,  between 
whom  there  was  a  subsisting  tenancy, 
agreed  in  writing  for  a  letting  of  the 
farm  upon  different  terms,  the  amount 
of  the  rent  to  be  settled  by  valuation, 
and  the  tenant  to  find  sureties  for  his 
paying  the  rent  The  amount  was 
not  settled,  and  the  sureties  were  not 
given: — Held,  that  the  instrument^ 
although  it  contained  words  of  pre- 
sent demise,  did  not  operate  as  a 
lease,  or  alter  the  terms  of  the  exist- 
ing  tenancy.     John  v.  Jenkins,     227 

4.  A  plea  to  an  avowry,  of  a  tender 
of  1 61,,  will  not  be  supported  by  proof 
of  a  tender  of  15/.  Ids.,  although  no 
more  rent  was  due  than  the  sum 
proved  to  have  been  tendered.    Ibid, 

5.  Stmble,  that  it  is  a  question  for 
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the  jiir;,  nbether  a  removal  >rea  frau- 
dulent within  the  autute  1  ]  Geo.  i, 
c.  19,  atihough  it  be  admitted  at  the 
trial  by  the  tenant  that  the  removal 
waa  to  avoid  a  distress.  Ibid. 

6.  Covenant  on  an  indenture  of 
lease  whereby  the  tenant  covenanted 
to  pay  the  rent  of  501.  half-yearly, 
and,  over  and  above  the  reaervedrenc, 
the  furiher  yearly  rent  of  &l.  for 
every  acre  of  the  demised  premiRes 
vrhicli  the  defendant  should  convirt 
into  tillage  over  and  above  one-third 
part  thereof.  Breach  assigned  for 
over  tillage,  whereby  defendant  be- 
came liable  to  pay  75/.  additional 
rem.  Pleas,  firit,  I'hal,  after  the 
comniittiug  of  the  supposed  breaches 
of  covenant,  the  plaintifT,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  supposed  breaches 
of  covenant,  accepted  and  received 
from  the  defendant  i&l.,  tu  and/or 
all  the  rent  due,  in  respect  of  the  pre- 
mises, up  to  and  inclusive,  &c.,  (co- 
vering the  time  alleged  in  the  breach), 
withtMt  demanding  or  reipnring  the 
payment  of  tuch  penalty  or  additional 
rent,  and  thereoy  then  and  there 
waived,  gave  up,  and  dispensed  with 
his  right  to  receive  or  recover  any  no- 
mine ponce,  or  penalty,  or  such  addi- 
tional rent.  Secondly,  That,  afrer 
the  commiiting  of  the  breaches  of  co- 
venant, the  plaintiff,  with  a  full  know- 
ledge, &c.,  vaived,  gave  vp,  and  dis- 
pented  mlh  nil  claim  or  right  on  hii 
part  to  receivv,  recover,  or  be  paid 
itny  tuch  penalty,  nomine  pcense,  or 
additional  rent.  On  a  general  de- 
murrer both  pleas  were  held  insuffi- 
cient.    Denton  v.  Richmond,         7Si 

7.  A  tenant  held  under  the  terms 
of  an  expired  lease,  by  which  it  was 
stipulated  that  the  tenants  on  quil- 
ting the  farm  should  not  sell  or  take 
■way  any  of  the  manure  in  the  fold, 
but  should  leave  it  to  be  expended 
on  the  land  by  the  landlord  or  bis 
succeeding  tenant.  The  lease  con- 
isioed  DO  stipulation  as  to  the  tenant 
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being  entitled  to  payment  for  such 
manure.  By  the  custom  of  the  coun  - 
try,  the  tenant  would  have  been  bound 
not  to  sell  or  take  away  the  manure 
in  the  fold,  but  to  leave  it  to  be  ex- 
pended on  the  land  by  thelaodlord  or 
his  succeeding  tenant,  and  would  have 
been  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the  aame : 
— Held,  that,  as  an  express  aiipula- 
tion  had  been  made  on  the  subject, 
the  custom  was  excluded,  and  that 
the  tenant  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid 
for  the  manure.     Roberts  v.  Barker, 


LATENT  AMBIGUTIY. 
See  Dbvise. 

LIPASE. 
See  Lanoldrd  amd  Tbhaht. 

LEGACY  DU  I'Y. 

1 .  By  the  marriage  settlement  of 
Mrs.  C,  Z0,000/.  was  vested  in  D., 
£.,  and  F.,  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  di- 
vidends to  Sir  P.  F.  for  life,  and  alVer 
his  death  to  Mr.  C.  for  his  life,  with 
remaioder  to  Mrs.  C.  for  her  life,  and 
with  a  power  of  appointment  amongst 
her  children,  in  case  there  should  be 
any;  and,  in  default  of  issue,  to  such 
persons  as  she  should  by  will  appoint, 
in  case  she  died  in  her  husband's  life- 
time, or  by  deed  or  will,  in  case  she 
should  survive  her  husband;  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  amungst  her 
next  of  kin.  Mrs.  C.  died  in  her 
husband's  lifetime,  having,  by  her  will, 
appointed  this  sum  of  20,000/.  to  cer- 
tain persons  mentioned  in  her  will: — 
Held,  that  l^acy  duty  was  payable 
on  the  aO.OOOf.  /«  the  matter  of 
Cholmondeley,  149 

2.  A  rule  was  obtained  under  the 
42  Geo.  a,  c.  09,  a.  2,  for  theaurviT. 
ing  executor  of  the  executrix  of  the 
executor  of  a  testator,  to  account  for 
It^acy  duties  due  on  the  estate  of  the 
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LIEN. 
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original  testator.  It  appeared  that 
the  original  testator  died  in  1812; 
that  the  surviving  executor  had  never 
acted,  except  in  signing  documents  ; 
that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  estate  of 
his  testatrix,  and  that  he  had  received 
no  assets  of  hers,  or  of  the  original 
testator : — Held^  that  the  power  given 
to  the  Court  by  the  above  statute  is 
discretionary,  and  that  the  case  was 
not  one  in  which  they  ought  to  exer- 
cise it.    Re  Pigott.  827 

LIBEL. 

1.  A  count  for  a  libel  stated  that 
defendant  published  a  false  libel  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  containing, 
amongst  other  things,  the  false,  &c., 
matter  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff, 
that  is  to  say :  '*  Threatening  letters. 
— The  Middlesex  Grand  Jury  have 
returned  a  true  bill  against  a  gentle- 
man of  some  property,  named  French,** 
(meaning  the  said  plaintifT),  "  with 
thin,  that  the  said  plaintiff  will  verify 
that  the  said  defendant  thereby  then 
and  there  meant  to  insinuate  and  have 
it  understood,  that  the  said  plaintiff 
had  been  suspected  to  have  been,  and 
had  been,  guilty  of  the  offence  of 
sending  a  letter  without  any  name  or 
signature  thereto  subscribed,  directed 
to  one  '  Trotter^  threatening  to 

kil]  and  murder  the  said Trotter, 

a  subject  of  the  realm,  with  a  view 
and  intent  to  extort:" — Held,  first, 
that  the  innuendo  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  count  was  bad ;  and  secondly, 
that  the  matter  was  libellous  without 
such  innuendo,  which  might  be  re- 
jected as  surplusage.  Harvey  v. 
French,  11 

%,  A,  was  engaged  to  superintend 
the  works  of  a  railway  company,  and 
subsequently,  at  a  general  meeting  of 
the  proprietors,  the  engagement  was 
not  continued,  but  il' former  inspector 
was  reinstated.  A  vacancy  subse- 
quently occurred  in  the  situation  of 
engineer  to  the  commissioners  for  the 


improvement  of  the  river 

A.  became  a  candidate. 
C,  introducing  Z).  as  i 
and  C,  having  written  to 
ing  him  that  another  pers 
ceeded  in  obtaining  the  a] 

B,  wrote  an  answer  to  C 
on  the  conduct  of  A.  whi] 
tnation  of  engineer  to 
company.  There  was  a 
election,  at  which  A.  wai 
ful  in  consequence  of  thii 
ing  been  shewn.  It  appei 
and  C  were  both  shareho 
railway  company,  and  ti 
naged  C's  affairs  in  the  n 
had  not  been  applied  to  f 
ion,  and  the  letter,  coi 
libel,  was  written  after  the 
of  one  election,  and  befoi 
was  in  contemplation  : — 
action  by  A.  against  B,  \ 
that  the  letter  was  not 
communication.  Brooks 
sftard, 

3.  In  an  action  for  liln 
as  set  out  on  the  record 
the  plaintiff*  **  mismanagei 
norance."  The  evidence 
the  expression  in  the  libel 
been  destroyed)  was  *'  ig 
inattention :" — Held,  a  fa 


LIEN. 

See  Attorney 

To  a  count  in  detinue  f) 
a  horse,  the  defendant  p 
the  plaintiff"  had  deliverc 
to  him  to  be  stabled  anc 
of,  and  fed  and  kept  by 
plaintiff*,  for  reward;  ant 
became  due  to  him  from 
as  a  reasonable  reward,  ai 
fied  the  detainer  for  that  st 
on  general  demurrer,  th 
was  bad,  and  that  a  persor 
horse  was  so  bailed  ha 
Judson  V.  Etheridge, 
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LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

See  Bills  and  Notes. 
1.  An  acknowledgment,  to  take  a 
case  out  of  tbe  Statute  of  Limitations, 
roust  he  such  as  will  raise  the  impli- 
cation of  a  promise  to  pay : — Held^ 
that  the  following  letter  did  not  raise 
tlie  implication  of  a  promise  to  pay, 
and  was  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
put  of  the  statute : — "  In   reply   to 
your  application  of  the  19tli  instant, 
for  the  payment  of  89/.  \0$.l\yi.xo 
Mr.  D.  Brigsiocke,  1  beg  to  say,  that 
it  is  a  claim  I  am  by  no  means  pre^ 
pared   to  admit  to   the  full  extent; 
and   to  make  the  following  observa- 
tions respecting  it.      Of  that   sum, 
66/.  3s.  6d.  is  made  up  of  items  Cor 
business  and  materials,  stated  to  bave 
been  done  and  furnished  between  tbe 
years  1817  and  1 8S4,  a  period  during 
which  I  was  concerned  in  two  succes- 
sive partnerships,  to  one  or  other  of 
whom  the  accounts  Mr.  B,  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  ought  to  have  been 
charged.     Having  at  different  times 
wound  up  both  those  concerns,  and 
quitted  Carmarthen  as  long  back  as 
the  year  1824, 1  was  surprised  to  re- 
ceive Mr.  B.*s  bill  in  1829,  five  years 
afterwards ;  and  it  is  certainly  not  a 
little  strange,  that  he  should  then  send 
in  a  charge  of  so  old  a  date,  when,  if 
any  account  was  due,  it  could  hardly 
be  expected  that  the  means  would  re- 
main of  ascertaining  its  correctness. 
I  cannot,  therefore,  allow,  that  I  am 
liable  to  pay  any  part  of  the  account 
previous  to  the  year  1 825  ;  but,  as  I 
anticipate  being  in  Carmarthen  short- 
ly, I  will  then  communicate  with  Mr. 
B,  personally  respecting  it     The  re- 
mainder of  the  account  is  for  repairs 
ordered  by  an  agent  under  the  late 
firm  of  Robert  Smith  ^  Co,,  to  be 
done  at  the  works  in  Carmarthen,  in 
1827,  together  with  a  few  items  for 
glazing  in  the  year  1 825,  making  to- 
gether 20^.  Us.  5d,f  which  I  believe 


to  be  correctly  charged,  and  for  which 
I  enclose  a  check,  and  will  tliank  yon 
to  acknowledge  tbe  receipt  of  ii*'* 
Brigstocke  V.  Snuth,  463 

2.  A  promise  in  writing,  signed  by 
the  party  chargeable  thereby,  to  pay 
his  proportion  of  a  joint  debt  moi« 
than  six  years  old,  is  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  1,  to  take  the  es^e 
out  of   the    Statute  of  Limitattona, 
though  no  amount  is  specified  in  the 
promise;    and  a  plaintiff  suing  on 
such    promise    is    not   confined    to 
nominal  damages,  but   may  recover 
the  whole  of  such  proportion   upon 
proving     the    amount    by  extrinsic 
evidence.  Leckmere  v.  Fletcher^  623 
3.  A.  and  B.  were  jointly  indebted 
to  C;  after  more  than  six  years  had 
elapsed   since  the  debt  accrued,  /i. 
promised  in  writing  signed  by  him  to 
pay  his  proportion  when  applied  to. 
Afterwards,    C.    sued    A.    and   B. 
jointly,  in  indebitatus  assumpsit,  on 
the  original  joint  cause  of  action.     B. 
pleaded  the  general  issue,   and  A. 
pleaded  the   general  issue  and    the 
Statute   of   Limitations.     A  verdict 
passed  against  B.  on  tlie  general  is- 
sue, and  for  A.  upon  the  general  is- 
sue and  u]x>n  the  issue  on  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  and  judgment  was  en- 
tered for  C.  against  B.  and  for  A. 
against  C.      C,  afterwards  brought  a 
fresh  action  against  A.,  and  declared 
specially  on  the  new  promise  to  pay 
his  proportion: — I  J  eld,  that  neither 
the  recovery  against  B.,  nor  the  ver- 
dict and  judgment  for  A.,  were  any 
answer  to  the  action  against  A.  on 
the  new  promise.  Ibid. 

4.  Payment  of  money  intq  Court 
on  a  special  count  framed  on  such 
new  promise  to  pay  the  defendant's 
proportion,  and  averring  the  amount 
of  such  proportion  under  a  videlicet^ 
does  not  admit,  or  preclude  the  de- 
fendant from  disputing,  the  amount  of 
such  proportion.  ^  Ibid. 


NEW  TRIALS 

MALICIOUS  ARREST. 

See  Costs  under  43  Geo.  3. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 
Ctmstruetion  of. 

By  marriage  settlement,  land  was 
conveyed  to  trustees  to  the  use  of 
the  husband  for  life,  and  from  and 
after  his  decease,  in  case  the  wife  sur- 
vived him,  To  the  use  and  intent 
that  the  wife  should  receive  1 4rf .  per 
week;  and  subject  thereto  that  the 
trustees  should,  from  time  to  time, 
and  at  all  times  thereafter,  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  residue  to  the  use  of  all 
and  every  the  child  and  children  of 
his  former  wife,  namely,  A.  B.y  C, 
/).,  E.  F.,  G.  H.,  and  /.  A'.,  and 
their  issue  lawfully  begotten  and  to 
be  begotten,  equally  to  be  divided 
between  and  amongst  them  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
and  hiSf  her^  or  their  respective  issues  : 
— Held,  that  the  five  children  took 
estates  for  life,  and  that  no  estate  was 
taken  by  grandchildren  born  after  the 
settlement  and  before  the  death  of  the 
settlor,  the  husband,  or  by  grandchil  • 
dren  born  after  his  death.  fVheehr 
V.  Duke,  %\0 

MEMORANDA.     1,  466 

MISNOMER. 

-  The  mistake  of  "  Lawrence"  in- 
stead of  "  Lawrence*'  in  the  name  of 
the  defendant  in  a  writ  of  capias  is 
immaterial.  Webb  v.  Lawrence^    806 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
See  Gaming. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  The  Court  will  only  grant  a 
new  trial  when  the  verdict  is  under 
20/.,  where  they  can  grant  it  without 
costs.  Where  a  tender  of  1 2Z.  1  Os.  was 
pleaded,  and  found  for  the  defendant, 


OFFICE. 


887 


with  a  verdict  for  \^l.  ld#.  for  the 
plaintiff,  on  non^astwitpsit  pleaded  to 
the  rest  of  the  demand  the  Court  re* 
fused  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trials 
as  against  evidence.  —  v.  PhilUpSt 

26 
2.  A  jury  having  assessed  damages 
upon  an  erroneous  prhidple,!the  Court, 
in  granting  a  new  trial,  refused  to 
limit  the  inquiry  to  the  question  of  da* 
mages.     Mahoney  v.  Frcui^         9%5 

NOTICE. 

I.  Of  Action* 
See  Action. 

II.  Of  Dishonour. 
See  Bills  and  Not£s. 

III.  Of  Declaration. 
See  Practice. 

IV.  Of  Trial. 

Short  notice  of  trial  in  country 
causes  means  in  all  cases  four  days 
peremptorily.     Lamson  v.  Robinson^ 

499 

V.  Of  Countermand. 

A  defendant's  undertaking  to  ac- 
cept short  notice  of  trial,  does  not 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  give  less  than 
the  usual  notice  of  countermand. 
King  v.  Jones f  7 1 

OFFICE. 

1.  A  person  appointed  under  the  44 
Geo.  3,  c.  ly  to  the  office  of  paymas- 
ter of  exchequer  bills,  holds  his  office 
during  the  pleasure  of  the  lords  com- 
missioners of  his  Majesty's  Treasury, 
and  not  during  good  behaviour  or  for 
life.  The  lords  commissioners  of  the 
treasury  have  no  authority  under  the 
above  act  to  appoint  a  paymaster  for 
life;  and  a  general  appointment, 
though  under  their  seals,  does  not 
give  more  than  an  estate  during  plea- 
sure.    Semble,  that  the  appointment 


88!) 


OUTLAWRY. 


by  the  lords  commiHioneri  of  ihe 
treasury  of  a  new  psymaBter  in  (he 
place  of  a  former  one  is  in  itself  a  de- 
termination of  their  pleasure,  and  a 
revocation  of  the  appointment  of  the 
former  paymaster.  Smyth  v.  Latham, 

i.  Held,  that  it  is  clearly  so  as 
against  a  plaintiff  whose  right  of  ac- 
tion is  founded  on  the  appointment 
of  the  defendant  to  the  same  office, 
and  on  his  receipt  of  the  same  salary. 
It  is  immaterial  that  the  second  ap- 
pointment contained  no  express  clause 
of  revocation,  and  that  in  the  first  ap- 
pointment the  lords  commissioners 
reserved  to  themselves  no  power  of 
revocation.  ^^W. 

S.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  brought  by  the  paymaster 
under  the  first  appointment  against 
the  paymaster  under  the  second,  fur 
fees  received  by  him  : — Held,  that  it 
waa  not  necessary  for  the  defendant 
to  prove  the  fact  of  the  resignation  of 
the  plaintiff,  although  it  was  staled  on 
the  deed  of  appointment  of  the  defen- 
dant that  the  plaintiff  had  resigned. 
Ibid, 
OUTLAWRY. 

1.  I'he  King's  warrant  and  the 
Attorney -Genera  I's  consent,  for  the 
payment  of  money  in  the  hands  oF  the 
eheriff  under  a  eaplai  utlagatum,  do 
not  amount  to  an  appropriation  of 
thatmone>,  where  ihey  are  granted 
in  ignorance  of  the  death  of  the  de- 
fendant; and  the  Court,  on  a  plea  by 
his  representatives,  su^esting  the 
death,  will  stay  the  making  of  an  or- 
der for  the  pnymtnt,  until  the  fact  of 
the  death  is  delemiined  on  an  issue 
taken  on  the  plea.  Rex  v.  Buchanan, 
195 

S.  An  affidavit,  stating  that  the  de- 
fendant died  on  such  a  day,  and  that 
the  deponent  had  seen  him  in  his  cof- 
fin, is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
reversing    an  outlawry,    where    the 


PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

defendant  dies  abroad;  and  the  ordi- 
nary rule  that  there  must  be  a  certifi- 
cate from  the  minister  of  the  pariab 
where  the  party  died  or  was  buried, 
does  not  apply.  Ibid. 

3.  A  dutringa*  for  the  purpose  of 
proceeding  to  outlawry  wDl  be 
granted  upon  affidavit,  upon  which 
the  Court  would  not  grant  a  tfutrin- 
gat  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to 
enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant. 
HeitUt  V.  Meltoa,  720 


OU I  STANDING  TERM. 
See  Execution. 

PARTNER. 

See  Bankek. 
Bamkrvft. 

1.  /4.  B.,  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  be<»me  the  holder  of  ahares, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a 
company  to  which  the  plaintiff  was 
solicitor.  The  plaintiff  paid  the 
deposits  and  all  expenses  on  the 
shares.  In  an  action  by  him  againat 
a  member  of  the  conipsny,  for  money 
laid  out  for  the  use  of  the  company, 
advertiaing  and  in  journeys: — tfeld, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover, 
as  being  the  real  (though  A.  B.  waa 
the  ostensible)  partner.  Goddard  v. 
Hodget,  3S 

2.  One  of  two  parinpra,  joint  ten- 
ants of  a  house  where  their  joint  bu- 
siness is  carried  on,  has  a  right  to 
authorize  a  joint  weekly  servant  to 
remain  in  the  house,  though  the  other 
partner  has  regularly  given  him  a 
yveek's  notice  to  leave  the  service. 
DonaUhon  v.  WiUiamM,  3\i 

PAYMENT  OF  MONEY  INTO 

COURT. 

See  LiuiTATiOHS,  Statdte  of. 


PLEADING. 
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PAYMENT. 

I.  Appropriation, 

A  general  payment  must  be  applied 
to  a  prior  legal,  and  not  to  a  subse* 
quent  equitable,  demand.  Goddard 
V.  Hodges f  33 

IL  Effect  of. 

Qiuere  the  effect  of  receiving  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  which  has  been 
made  the  subject  of  a  set-off,  after 
such  set-off  has  been  pleaded,  or  no« 
tice  thereof  given  with  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue.     Jackson  v.   Godard^ 

46 

PENAL  ACTION. 

See  Sheriff. 

PLEADING. 

See  Administrator. 
aurnournt. 
Sheriff. 

I.  Declaration. 

1.  In  assumpsit  on  an  agreement, 
whereby  plaintiff  agreed  to  procure  a 
lease  to  be  granted  to  defendant,  and 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff, 
his  solicitor,  or  agent,  on  request,  the 
sum  of  25L  in  full  for  his  share  or 
proportion  of  the  costs  and  expenses 
of  the  agreement,  and  of  the  lease : — 
HeU  that  the  declaration  was  good 
without  an  averment  that  any  costs  or 
expenses  had  been  incurred.  Tonm^ 
sendv.  Burns^  177 

It  is  not  necessary,  since  2  Will.  4, 
c.  39,  to  state  in  a  declaration  in  the 
Exchequer^  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
debtor  to  the  king,  or  that  he  is  less 
able  to  pay  the  king's  debts.  Hirst 
v.  Pitt,  324 

3.  In  a  declaration  by  indorsee  of  a 
bill  against  indorsor,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  a  special  acceptance  at  a 
particular  place  or  a  presentment  at 
such  place«  It  is  sufficient  to  state  a 
general  presentment  to  the  drawee, 


without  stating  any  acceptance,  and 
to  prove  the  presentment  at  the  par- 
ticular place  pointed  out  by  the  ac- 
ceptance.    Parks  V.  Edge^  4JP9 

4.  A.^  having  been  illegally  ar- 
rested on  mesne  process,  applied  to 
the  Court  to  be  discharged.  The  rule 
was  referred  to  a  Judge  at  chambers, 
who  ordered  him  to  be  discharged, 
and  would  have  given  him  the  costs 
o^  the  rule  if  he  would  have  under- 
taken to  bring  no  action  ;  but,  as  he 
refused  to  give  such  undertaking, 
nothing  was  ordered  as  to  costs.  In 
an  action  of  trespass  and  false  impri- 
sonment brought  by  A.  for  the  arrest, 
it  was  held,^r«^,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  those  costs  as  special  da- 
mage if  properly  laid  in  his  declara- 
tion ;  and,  secondly,  that,  as  the  de- 
claration only  alleged  that  he  had 
been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and 
had  paid  C,  he  could  not  recover  the 
whole  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  his  attor- 
ney which  he  had  not  paid,  though  he 
was  liable  to  pay  them ;  but  that  he 
might  recover  so  much  of  the  bill  of 
costs  as  consisted  of  money  actually 
paid  by  the  attorney,  as  that  might  be 
considered  as  money  paid  by  him 
through  his  agent.  Pritchet  v.  Boe* 
vetf,  775 

5.  Semble,  that  under  an  averment 
that  he  had  been  forced  and  obliged 
to,  and  had  become  liable,  &c.,  he 
might  have  recovered  damages  for 
such  liability.  Ibid. 

II.  Plea  in  Abatement. 

The  plaintiff  declared  as  Earl  of  iS'.; 
the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  Earl  of  S.: 
— Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  re- 
plication, was  bound  to  shew  how  he 
claimed  the  dignity.  Earl  of  Stir- 
ling V.  Clayton,  241 

II I«  Plea  in  bar. 
1 .  In  a  count  for  trespass  and  as- 
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saulty  the  defendant  pleaded  a  justifi* 
cation  in  defence  of  a  dwelling-house, 
with  an  averment  "  which  is  the  same 
trespass  &c./'  and  concluded  with  a 
^averse,  absque  hoc  that  he  was  guilcj^ 
elsewhere  than  in  the  dwelling-house : 
— Held,  tliat  the  qiue  est  eadem  was 
sufficient,  and  that  the  traverse  was 
surplusage,  and  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer.    Hemhro  v.  Bailey,        S04 

2.  To  a  declaration  upon  a  bond 
given  by  a  collector  of  assessed  taxes 
and  his  sureties,  the  defendant,  a  sure- 
ty, pleaded  pleas,  shewing  that  the 
commissioners  and  receiver-general 
had  not  taken  the  steps  to  enforce 
payment  from  the  collector,  as  direct- 
ed by  the  acts  relating  to  the  assessed 
taxes: — Held,  on  general  demurrer, 
that  these  pleas  were  bad.  Wilks 
V.  Heeley,  249 

d.  A  plea  that  the  commissioners 
.have  not  seised  the  lands,  &c.  of  the 
.collector,  must  shew  that  there  were 
lands,  &c.  of  the  collector,  which 
•  inight  have  been  seixed,  and  sold  to 
supply  the  deficiency.  Ibid, 

4.  A  plea,  to  a  declaration  on  a  bail 
bond,,  that  no  propev  affidavit  of  debt 
was  filed,  is  bad.  Hume  v.  Liver- 
jsidge,  SS2 

fi.  Where  a  plea  professes  to  answer 
the  whole  of  a  count  or  counts,  and  is 
no  answer  to  any  good  part  of  such 
Ciountor  counts,  the.  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment.   Crump  v.  Adney,  3|S2 

6.  A  plea  which  professes  to  justify 
several  assaults  and  false  imprison- 
ments laid  in  separate  counts,  must 
shew  distinct  occasions  upon  which 
the  defendant  was  justified  in  conunit* 
ting  each  particular  trespass.  M^Cur^ 

.  day  V.  DriscoU,  618 

7.  Where  a  plaintiff  amends  his  de- 
claration with  liberty  to  the  defendant 
to  plead  de  novo,-  if  the  defendant  do 
not  plead  de  novo,  the  former  plea  will 
stand,  if  it  be  applicable  to  the 
amended  declaration.  Fagg  v.  Bors' 
ley,  770 


IV.  RepUeatioH. 

To  an  action  on  a  promise;  to  pay 
the  debt  of  a  third  person,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment in  writing.  Semble, — that  the 
plaintiff  must,  in  his  replication,  set 
out  the  agreement ;  and  that  he  can- 
not take  issue  upon  the  plea.  Lowe 
V.  Eldred,  239 

V.  Replication  de  injuria^ 

1 .  In  an  action  of  assault  and  bat- 
tery, de  injurid  is  a  good  replication 
to  a  plea,  stating  that  /.  E.  and  S,  B. 
were  possessed  of  a  close,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  making  noise,  &c., 
and  the  defendants,  as  servants  of/. 
E,  and  S.  B,,  and  by  their  command, 
requested  him  to  depart,  and  he  re- 
fused, whereupon  defendants,  as  the 
servants  of  /.  E.  and  S.  B,,  gently 
laid  hands^  &c.,  and  because  plaintiff 
resisted,  defendants,  as  servants,  &c., 
and  by  command,  &c.,  a  little  hurt, 
&c.     Piggott  V.  Kemp,  197 

2.  An  avowry  stated  that  the  plain- 
tiff below  was  an  inhabitant  of  a  pa- 
rish, and  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  a 
tenement  situate  in  the  place  in  which, 
&c. ;  that  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  was  duly  made 
and  published,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
below  was  in  respect  of  such  occupa- 
tion duly  rated  in  the  sum  of  7/. ; 
that  he  had  notice  of  the  rate,  and  was 
required  to  pay,  but  refused;  that  he 
was  duly  summoned  to  a  petty  ses- 
sions to  shew  cause  why  he  refused  ; 
that    he    appeared,  and  shewed  no 
cause,  whereupon  a  warrant  was  duly 
made  under  the  hands  of  two  justices 
of  the  peace,  directed  to  one  of  the 
defendants  below,  requiring  him  to 
make  distress  of  the  plaintiff's  goods 
and  chattels;  that  the  warrant  was 
dehvered    to    the    defendant,  under 
which  he,  as  collector,  justified  taking 
the  goods  as  a  distress,  and  prayed 
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judgment  and  a  return.  Plea  in  bar, 
de  injuria  sud  proprid  absque  tali  cati- 
9d,  To  this  there  was  a  special  de-* 
murrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the 
plea  offered  to  put  in  issue  several  dis- 
tinct matters,  and  was  pleaded  as  if 
the  avowry  consisted  merely  in  ex- 
cuse of  the  taking  and  detaining,  and 
not  as  a  justification  and  claim  of 
right; — Held^  that  the  plea  in  bar 
was  good.     Bardons  v.  Selby,      500 

Vf.  Variance, 

In  an  action  for  libel,  the  libel  as  it 
was  set  out  on  the  record  imputed  to 
the  plaintiff  *•  mismanagement  or  ig- 
norance." The  evidence  was,  that  the 
expression  in  the  libel  which  had 
b6en  destroyed  was  "  ignorance  and 
inattention."— //ieW  a  fatal  variance. 
Brooks  V.  Bianshard,  779 

POWER  OF  APPOINTMENT. 
See  Legacy  Duty. 

1.  By  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease, certain  premises  were  conveyed 
to  A.  and  his  wife,  after  other  uses,  to 
such  uses  as  M.  #9.,  by  her  last  will  and 
testament  in  writing,  or  any  instru- 
ment in  writing  in  the  nature  of,  or 
purporting  to  be,  her  will,  or  by  any 
codicil  to  be  by  her  duly  executed  and 
published  under  her  hand  and  seal,  in 
the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three 
or  more  credible  witnesses,  notwith- 
standing her  coverture,  &c.,  should 
direct,  limit,  or  appoint,  &c.  M. 
S,  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  as 
and  for  her  last  will  and  testament, 
an  instrument  which  concluded  and 
was  attested  as  follows  i-^**  In  witness 
whereof  I  have  set  my  hand  and  seal 
hereto,  this  5th  day  o€ August,  A.  D. 
1801,  in  the  presence  of  the  under- 
written—Afary  Swift.  (L.  S.) — 
Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  this  oth 
day  o£  August,  1801,  as  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  the  said  testatrix 


M.  S.,  who  in  her  presence,  and  in 
the  presence  of  each  other,  have  put 
our  names  as  witnesses  thereof.  //. 
F.—J.  G.^R.  F."  Held,  that  the 
power  was  well  executed.  Ward  v. 
Swift,  171 

PRACTICE. 

See  Action. 
Amendment. 
Scire  Facias. 

I.  Attorney, 

The  attorney  whose  name  was  in- 
dorsed on  the  writ  was  not  an  at-* 
torney  of  the  Court  out  of  which  the 
process  issued,  but  was  an  attorney 
of  the  other  Courts  : — Held,  so  far 
a  compliance  with  Rule  1,  Michael' 
mas  Term,  1  Will.  4,  that  the  Court 
would  not  stavthe  proceedings  in  toto, 
but  only  until  a  proper  attorney  was 
appointed;  but  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation were  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the 
attorney  whose  name  was  so  indorsed. 
Constable  v.  Johnstone,  88 

II.  Bail-Bond. 

Though  a  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to 
declare  de  bene  esse,  yet  if  he  do 
not,  he  cannot  say  that  he  has  lost  a 
trial,  so  as  to  have  the  bail-bond  stand 
as  a  security  on  setting  aside  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  bail-bond.  Balmont 
V.  Morris,  661 

III.  Caputs, 

If  a  writ  of  capias  be  issued  into 
one  county,  on  an  affidavit  of  debt, 
and  no  proceeding  be  taken  on  it, 
another  original  writ  of  capias  may 
be  issued  into  another  county  on  the 
same  affidavit.  Rodwell  v.  Chapman, 

70 
IV.  Common  BaiL 

In  the  Exchequer  the  plaintiff  has 
four  terms  to  file  common  bail  for  the 
defendant,  sec.  statute.  Cook  v.  Al- 
^en,  850 


V.  Cout. 

1.  Where  a  Judge,  at  the  trial,  in 
pursuaoceof  the  I  fri//.  4,  c.  7,  oidcra 
that  the  plaintiff  shall  have  esecution 
within  a  limiietl  time,  and  judgment 
ii  tliereupon  entered  up  and  execution 
i*  issued,  the  defendant  ia  not  pre- 
cluded from  applying  to  the  Court 
above,  to  enter  a  auggesiion  to  de- 
prive the  plaintiiT  of  costs,  under  an 
act  for  a  local  Court  of  Requests,  pro- 
vided he  comea  to  the  Court  within 
the  first  four  daya  of  the  next  term. 
Baddies  V.  OUver,  219 

2.  Semble,  that  the  amount  found  by 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  not  the 
sum  which  tlie  plaintiff'  claims  to  be 
due,  ia  to  be  considered  the  debt  for 
which  the  action  is  brought,  and  by 
nbich  the  Court  are  to  decide  whe- 
ther the  plaintifT  ought  to  have  sued 
in  the  Court  of  Requests.  Ibid. 

VI.  Declaration,  Notice  of. 
Wliere  a  declaration  is  Jiltd,  it 
ia  deemed  to  be  a  good  declaration 
only  from  the  time  of  giving  notice 
thereof;  and,  therefore,  where  a  de- 
claration de  bene  eite  was  61ed,  and 
(he  defendant  entered  an  appearance 
before  notice  was  given,  the  declara- 
tbn,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings, 
were  set  aside  for  irregularity.  fVed- 
die  y.  Braxier,  09 


A  party  had  obtained  from  a  Pre- 
rogative Court  a  general  order  to 
put  an  administration  bond  in  suit 
against  the  surety,  on  the  sole  ground 
that  the  principal  had  not  paid  over 
the  residue.  On  non  tit  factum  be- 
ing pleaded,  the  plaintiB'  suggested 
breaches,  not  only  for  not  paying 
over  the  residue,  but  on  several  other 
distinct  parts  of  the  condition.  This 
Court  refused  to  compel  him  to  strike 
out  the  breaches  on  the  other  jiarts 
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of  the  condition,  or  to  allow  the  de- 
fendant to  let  judgment  go  by  default, 
and  pay  nominal  damagea  on  tboae 
breaches.  Archbiihop  ofCanterhmry 
V.  RoberlMM.  1 8 1 

VIII.  Dae  Diligence. 
Due  diligence  was  held  to  have 
been  used  in  inquiring  the  name  of « 
defendant,  under  the  3Snd  Rule  of 
Hilary  I'erm,  t  tVUl.  4,  although  no 
inquiries  had  been  made  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  his  immediate  frienda,  or 
at  his  house  or  place  of  business,  the 
debt  being  large,  and  the  affidavits 
shewing  that  there  was  ground  to  few 
he  might  abscond  if  he  knew  tlwt 
proceedings  were  about  to  be  insti- 
tuted.    Hicki  V.  Marreeo,  84 

IX.  EUgit. 
The  Court  will  not  alter  the  return 
of  a  writ  of  elegit  to  a  later  day;  at 
all  events,  not  at  the  instance  of  the 
sheriff,  without  the  consent  of  the 
plaintifT.     HHdyaTd\.  Baker,       611 

X.  Imparlance. 

A  defendant  ia  not  entitled  lo  an 

imparlance  unless  he  appears.     Cook 

v.  /tUen,  SSO 

XI.  Judgmentaiin  cate  of  a  Nonmit. 
Where  issue  was  joined  in  Eatter 
Term,  and  notice  of  trial  given  for 
the  second  sittings  in  the  same  term, 
and  the  plaintiff  did  not  proceed  to 
try,  but  gave  notice  of  countermand, 
and  the  defendant  moved  the  aame 
term  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  t 
nonsuit ; — Held,  that  the  motion  was 
pfemalure.  IiaacM  t,  Goodman,    494 

XII.  Motion,  Notice  of. 
1.  On  motion  to  discharge  a  defen- 
dant, who  had  been  more  than  twelve 
months  in  custody  for  a  sum  under 
sol.,  the  Court  will  only  grant  a  rule 
nitt,  if  no  notice  of  motion  has  been 
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given  ;  and  they  will  not»  even  on  the 
last  day  of  term,  grant  a  rule  to  be 
drawn  up  for  shewing  cause  at  cham- 
bers in  the  vacation,  the  act  48  Geo» 
Sf  c.  l2Sf  directing  the  application  to 
be  made  to  the  Court  in  term  time. 
Jones  V   FitzaddamSf  S55 

£.  When  the  plaintiff  has  obtamed 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  but  neglected 
to  take  the  cause  down  to  trial  for 
more  than  four  terms,  it  is  necessary 
to  give  a  term's  notice  of  motion  to 
discharge  such  rule.  Deacon  v.  Ful' 
ler,  349 

3.  The  obtaining  an  order,  by  con- 
sent, to  change  the  attorney,  is  not  a 
proceeding  in  the  cause  so  as  to  make 
it  unnecessary  to  give  such  notice. 

Ibid. 

XIII.  Pleading  istuably. 

A  defendant  under  terms  to  plead 
issuably  may  move  to  change  the 
venue,  if  the  Judge's  order  is  not 
"  on  all  the  usual  terms."  Russell 
v.  Hurst,  184 

XIV,  Process. 

1.  Where  the  writ  was  irregular,  but 
the  service  was  regular,  and  the  de- 
fendant moved  to  set  aside  the  service 
for  irregularity,  the  Court  discharged 
the  rule.     Hasker  v.  Jarmaine,    408 

%.  A  defendant  was  irregularly 
served  with  process  early  in  the  vaca- 
tion : — Held,  that  he  could  not  wait 
until  the  ensuing  term,  but  was 
bound  to  have  applied  in  the  vaca- 
tion if  he  wished  to  take  advantage 
of  the  irregularity.      Cox  v.  Tullock, 

631 

XV.  Rule  to  plead. 

1 .  Where  a  writ  was  issued  in  va- 
cation and  a  declaration  was  delivered 
and  rule  to  plead  given  in  the  same 
vacation,  but  the  plaintiff  did  not  sign 
judgment  until  the  ensuing  term  : — 
Heldf  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
give  a  new  rule  to  plead  in  that  term. 
Mould  V.  Murphy,  496 

VOL.    1. 


2.  Declaration  was  delivered  in 
Easter  Term,  and  judgment  was 
signed  for  want  of  a  plea  in  Trinity 
Term,  without  giving  a  fresh  rule  to 
plead  as  oVFrinity  Term:— -Held,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  give  a  new 
rule  to  plead  as  of  that  term.  Pryer 
V.  Smith,  866 

XVI.  Time  for  Pleading. 

The  defendant's  time  for  pleading 
being  out  on  the  evening  of  the  last 
day  but  two  before  the  end  of  the 
term,  he  delivered  a  general  demurrer 
for  delay.  The  Court  on  the  last 
day  of  the  term  granted  a  concilium 
for  the  rising  of  the  Court,  and  then 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  refus- 
ing to  let  the  defendant  in  to  plead. 
fVilson  V.  Tucker,  795 

XVII.   Writ  of  Error. 

This  Court  will  not  give  a  party 
leave  to  nonpros  his  own  writ  of  error 
without  payment  of  costs.  Wilkin^ 
son  v.  McUin,  240 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Banker. 

PRIVILEGE. 

1.  On  an  application  by  the  she- 
riff to  quash  a  rule  to  return  a  writ  of 
f.fa.,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  defendant's  name  is  in  the  list 
transmitted  by  the  secretary  of  state 
to  the  sheriff's  office,  of  persons  pri- 
vileged as  attached  to  an  embassy,  in 
pursuance  of  stat.  7  ^»».  c.  12,  s.  5, 
but  it  must  be  clearly  shewn  that  the 
defendant  is  in  the  actual  and  6of9^ 
fide  service  of  the  ambassador.  Fisher 
V.  Begrez,  117 

2.  Semble,  that  a  chorister,  hondfde 
employed  by  an  ambassador  in  the 
performance  of  religious  worship  in 
his  chapel,  is  privileged  under  the 
7th  Ann.  Ibid. 

3.  Qucere,  under  what  circumstances 

N  N  N 
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goods  of  &  person  so  privileged  would 
be  protected  from  an  execution?  Ibid, 


RENT.  ADDITIONAL. 
See  Landloko  and  Tekant. 

REPLEVIN. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

1.  It  u  sufficient  if  the  slieriff 
take  one  pledge  on  a  replevin  for 
diitraioing  cattle  damage  feaiant. 
Hvcker  v.  Gordon,  58 

t.  A  count  against  the  sbcTifT  far 
not  restoring  the  goods,  is  bad.  Il»d. 

S.  Counts  against  the  sberifT  for 
taking  insufficient  pledges  in  a  reple- 
vin of  cattledistraineddamo^r/eaMnf, 
should  shew  a  retomo  habendo.   Ibid. 

BEPLICATION  DE  INJURIA. 
See  Pleaoino. 

RULES  OF  COURT— S,  861,  466, 


RULE  TO  PLEAD. 
See  Practice. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
1. The  Court  refused  toalloira  plain- 
tiff to  sign  judgment  on  the  return  of 
nilul  to  two  writs  of  ici.  fa.,  it  not 
appearing  that  any  endeavour  had 
been  made  to  give  the  party  nniice. 
Sabine  v.  Field,  4S6 

2.  A  Ki.  fa.  against  bail  may  be 
tested  after  the  retuin-day  of  the  ca. 
ta.  against  the  principal.  Sandland 
V.  Claridge,  672 

3.  The  four  days  during  which  a 
eci.fa.  against  bail  must  lie  in  the  she- 
rifF  s  office  need  not  be  in  term.  Ibid. 

4.  In  tcire  faciae  the  bait  were 


SHfiRIFP. 

BuinnMned  after  eight  o'clock  on  the 
evening  before  the  return-day  of  the 
tcire  facia*: — Held  regular.  Leiei* 
V.  Pine,  771 

SERVANT. 
See  Slander. 


SET-OFF, 
See  Attobnet. 
Where  there  are  cross  demands, 
and  the  defendant  pleads  a  sec-ofT, 
the  plaintilf  is  not  obliged  to  prove 
the  whole  of  his  account  in  the  first 
instance,  but  may  prove  only  the  ba- 
lance which  he  claims ;  and  aC^er  the 
defendant  haa  proved  his  set-ofl^  the 
plaintifT  may  prove  other  parts  of  his 
shew  that  a  larger  sun) 
miliami  V.  Davit,     464 

SHERIFF. 
See  Bail. 

Ihtbrpleadbb  Act. 

RsPI.EVtN. 

I.  Liability  of. 

1.  AaherifTwhOiUnderawritof/eri 
fadat,  seises  and  sells  goods  of  a 

bankrupt  before  commission,  but  af- 
ter an  act  of  bankruptcy,  without  no- 
tice of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  liable 
in  trover.     Balme  v.  Hutton,       262 

2.  A  sheriGTa  warrant  against  the 
plaintiff,  directed  to  the  defendant, 
a  sheriff's  officer,  and  one  W.,  was 
delivered  to  the  defendant  to  be  ex- 
ecuted. The  defendant  employed  L., 
an  assistant,  to  make  the  arrest,  who 
accordingly  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and 
told  the  plaintifl^  "  he  must  go  with 
him  to  the  Granby,"  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replied,  "  very  well."  He 
was  then  taken  to  a  public  house 
called  the  Granby,  and  kept  there  till 
the  fillawing  morning,  when  L.  de- 
livered the  plaintiff  to  »'.,  who,  it  ap- 
peared, was  also  an  assistant  to  the 
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defendant,  and  who,  within  twenty-four 
hours  from  the  time  of  the  arreftf*  put 
the  plaintifFon  a  coach  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  him  to  prison,  and  took  him 
there  accordingly.     At  the  time  that 
the  plaintiff  was  put  upon  the  coach, 
the  defendant  was  present,  and  saw 
the  plaintiff  on  the  coach.     In  an  ac- 
tion on  the  32  Geo,  2,  c.  28,  to  recover 
penalties  for  taking  the  plaintiff  to  the 
tavern  without  his  free  and  voluntary 
consent,  and  for  taking  him  to  prison 
within    twenty- four    hours: — Heldf 
Jirst,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for 
the  act  of  fV>  in  taking  the  plaintiff 
to  prison  within  the  twenty-four  hours 
— secondly t  that  to  justify  the  officer 
in  taking  him  to  the  tavern,  the  con- 
sent of  the  party  arrested  to  be  taken 
there  was  necessary;    and   that  the 
mere  submission  or  acquiescence  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  dictation  of  the  officer 
was  insufficient — thirdly,  that  the  be- 
ginning to  carry,  and  not  the  arrival 
at  the  prison,  is  to  be  considered  as 
the  carrying  to  prison— ;/bur/A/y,  that 
the  neglect  of  the  party  arrested  to 
nominate  some  safe  and  convenient 
dwelling-house  to  which  he  might  be 
taken,  did  not  justify  the  officer  in 
taking  the  plaintiff  to  prison  within 
twenty-four  hours ;  and  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  officer  to  call  upon 
the  party  to  nominate  some  house  to 
which  he  might  be  taken,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  be  said   to  have 
'*  refused  to  be  carried  to  some  safe 
and  convenient  dwelling-house,"  until 
the  officer  had  asked  him  to  nomi- 
nate.    Dewhirsi  v.  Pearson,        365 
3.  AJi.fa.f  directed  to  the  coroner, 
issued  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  a 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
indorsed  thereon  the  name  of  S.,  an 
officer  of  the  sheriff,  who,  after  the 
goods  seized  under  ihe^./a.  had  been 
sold,  received  the  proceeds  from  the 
broker,  and  did  not  hand  them  over. 
A  person  who  had  bought  goods  at 
the  sale,  which  had  been  seized  under 


the^./a.,  biit  which  were  afterwards 
claimed  by  a  third  party  and  taken 
away  from  him,  brought  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  the  purehate- 
money  paid  by  him,  the  consideration 
having  failed: — Held,  that  S.  was 
not  the  officer  of  the  sheriff  but  of  the 
coroner,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
not  connected  with  the  proceedings  so 
as  to  be  liable.     Sarjeant  v.  Conan, 

491 
4.  The  Court  will  not  set  aside  a 
return  by  a  sheriff,  upon  motion  on 
affidavits,  though  they  shew  a  strong 
case  of  fraud  and  collusion.  If  the 
sheriff  takes  on  himself  to  state  facta 
which  constitute  a  good  return  in 
point  of  law,'  the  only  remedy  is  by 
action  for  a  false  return*  Gouboi  v. 
De  Crony,  772 

SLANDER. 

1.  Slander,  for  accusing  plaintiff  of 
felonious  embezzlement.  It  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  chosen  and 
sworn  in  at  a  court  leet  held  by  a  cor- 
poration, as  chamberlain  of  certain 
commonable  lands.  The  duties  of  the 
chamberlain  (who  received  no  remu- 
neration) were  to  collect  monies  from 
the  commonersand  other  persons  using 
the  commonable  lands;  to  employ  the 
monies  so  received  in  keeping  the 
lands  in  order ;  to  account  at  the  end 
of  the  year  to  two  aldermen  of  the 
corporation,  and  to  pay  over  any  ba- 
lance in  his  hands  to  his  successors  in 
office: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  "  a  servant,  or  person  employed 
in  the  capacity  of  a  servant,"  wiUiin 
the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  as  to 
embezzlement       fVilliams  v.  Stott, 

675 

2.  If  a  good  innuendo  in  a  declara- 
tion, ascribing  a  particular  meaning  to 
alleged  slanderous  words,  be  not  sup- 
ported in  evidence,  the  plaintiff  caiH 
not  reject  it  at  the  trial,  and  resort  to 
another  meaning.  Ibid. 
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STAMP. 


S.  Semble,  that  a  verbal  imputation 
of  frauduleDt  etnbnalement  in  an  of- 
fice  of  the  above  deacription  would 
Dot  be  actionable.  Ibid. 

SPECIAL  DAMAGE. 
See  Pleading. 

STAKEHOLDER. 

See  Gaming. 

STAMP. 

1.  A  bond  naa  given  conditioned  to 
Mcure  a  London  banker  from  the  ba- 
lance arising  frotn  paying  bills.  Sic. 
&c.  foraconntrybankex;  astipulation 
waa  inserted  in  the  condition,  that 
the  Khole  amount  of  moniirH  to  be  ul- 
titnaiety  recoverable  should  not  ex- 
ceed the  sura  of  lOflOl.-.  —  Held,  that 
the  bond  did  not  require  a  i5l.  stamp, 
Ltoyd  V.  Heathcole,  336 

2.  An  agreement  to  fajrateablif  and 
propOTtionabfy  according  to  the  turns 
of  money  leverally  lubscribcd  by  at 
and  let  oppniile  to  ovr  rctprct'tpe 
namet,  woa  signed  by  ihe  detendant 
and  nearly  two  hundred  other  persons, 
who  wrote  in  figures  the  sums  sub- 
scribed by  them  opposite  their  namea, 
these  sums  being,  with  a  few  excep- 
tions, guineas.  The  worda  of  the 
agreement,  including  the  signatures 
and  sums  as  far  as  the  detendam's 
inclutivdy,  amounted  to  less  than 
lOBOj  and  the  words  of  the  agree- 
ment, with  all  the  signatures  with- 
out the  sums,  amounted  to  less  than 
1080  words;  but  including  the  sig- 
natures, the  words  amounted  to 
more  than  1080  : — Held,  that  a  sin- 
gle 1 1,  stamp  was  insufficient.  Lind- 
Uy  V.  Clarkson,  436 

3.  The  necessary  parties  met  to 
execute  a  marriage  settlement.  Im- 
mediately afVer  the  conveying  party 
had  executed,  and  before  the  execu- 
tion or  assent  by  any  other  party,  the 
father  of  the  intended  wife  objected  to 


TAXATION. 

a  clause;  the  objection  was  ai-riuieac^ 
in,  and  the  clause  was  struck  out,  anil 
then  (he  conveying  party  immediately 
re-executed,  and  the  other  parties  ex- 
ecuted:— Htld,  that  ihe  execution  of 
the  deed  waa  in  Jieri  only  when  the 
alteration  took  place,  and  that  the  al- 
teration did  not  make  a  fresh  stamp 
requisite.     Joae*  v.  Jonet,  731 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 
See  Phacticb. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  assiff- 
neea  ofa  bankrupt  against  the  RheriflT 
to  recover  the  value  of  furniture  anil 
fixtures  sold  under  an  execution,  the 
Court  will  not  stay  prorei^inga  on 
payment  of  costs,  except  in  cases 
where  the  defendant  has  restored  tl»e 
chattel  alleged  to  be  converted,  and 
the  plaintiff  claims  no  special  damage, 
or  where,  if  the  chattel  is  sold,  there 
is  no  dispute  as  to  the  price ;  but 
the  Court  will  not  tnterliere  if  the 
plaintifls  do  not  agree  as  to  the 
amount.     Gibson  v.  Humphrey,  SH 


SUBPtENA. 

Serrice  of. 

See  Attachuevt. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 
A  defendant,  who  has  onee  become 
Bupersedeable  for  want  of  being 
chiirged  in  execution,  caimot  after- 
wards be  charged  in  execution  on  the 
same  judgment.  Hemtt  v.  Mellon, 
579 

TAXATION. 
Cottt  of. 
In  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill, 
by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt's  at- 
torney, an  order  for  taxini;  the  bill 
was  obtained,  on  an  underLiking  to 
pay  the  amount  taxed,  with  the  costs 
of  the  action.     More  than  one-sixth 


TENDER. 


TROVER. 
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of  the  bin  having  been  disallowed: — 
Held,  that  the  costs  of  taxation  could 
not  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  as  costs 
in  the  action.  Featherstonhaugh  v. 
Reen^  495 

TENDER. 

See  Bills  and  Notes. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. 

1.  A.y  having  goods  at  a  pawn- 
broker's, delivered  the  duplicate  to  B, 
to  take  them  out  of  pledge;  B,  took 
them  out  accordingly,  and  paid  the 
amount  due  on  them.  On  A.  sending 
to  B.  for  the  goods,  B,  said  he  had 
not  got  them,  and  refused  to  tell  who 
had  them: — Held,  in  trover  brought 
to  recover  the  goods,  that  B.  had 
no  right  to  insist  on  a  tender  of  the 
money  he  had  advanced  to  get  them 
out  of  pledge.     Jones  v.  Cliff,      540 

2.  Action  against  the  defendants 
as  acceptors  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
1039/.  It  appeared  that  the  defen- 
dants owed  the  plaintiffs  a  balance  of 
321/.  That  the  defendants  failed, 
and  their  creditors,  amongst  whom 
were  the  plaintiffs,  agreed  to  take  a 
composition  of  5s,  in  the  pound  on 
their  debts,  by  notes  at  four  and  eight 
months.  There  was  a  dispute  as  to 
the  balance  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
they  promised  to  adjust  their  account 
with  one  of  the  defendants,  and  said 
they  would  do  as  the  other  creditors 
did.  The  defendants  insisted  for  some 
time  that  250/.  9s.  Id.  was  the  ba- 
lance due,  but  the  defendants'  attor- 
ney afterwards  calletl  on  the  plaintiffs' 
attorney  and  told  him  that  the  defen- 
dants were  ready  to  pay  the  compo- 
sition on  321/.,  the  sum  really  due, 
but  the  plaintififs'  attorney  refused, 
and  said  they  must  have  the  whole. 
No  actual  tender  was  made  of  the 
notes  or  of  cash  for  the  amount  of  the 
composition: — Held^  that  a  tender 
was  not  necessary  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
only  recover  the  amount  of  the  com- 


position  on   the   balance.      Reatf  v. 
White,  748 

TREBLE  COSTS. 

A  surveyor  of  highways  is  not 
entitled  to  treble  costs  under  the  13 
Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  81,  upon  a  verdict 
found  for   him.    Ward  v.  Baleman, 

185 

TRESPASS. 

Where  maintainable. 

1 .  Where  the  defendant  was  sitting 
by  his  servant,  who  was  driving  him 
in  a  gig,  and  the  horse  ran  away,  and 
an  immediate  injury  was  done  to  the 
plaimifTs  property: — //e/rf,  that  the 
action  was  well  brought  in  trespass. 
Chandler  v.  Broughion,  26 

2.  Defendant  gave  information  be- 
fore a  magistrate,  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  was  taken  up  on  a  warrant,  and 
brought  before  the  magistrate.  After 
the  charge  was  dismissed  for  the 
time,  and  the  plaintiff  liberated  on 
his  promise  to  appear  at  a  future  day, 
the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  an- 
other charge,  of  forgery,  agninst  the 
plaintiff;  upon  which  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  retiring,  was  again  put  to 
the  bar : — Held,  that  trespass  was  not 
maintainable.     Barber  v.  Rollinson, 

330 

TROVER. 

See  Sheriff. 

A.,  being  possessed  of  an  old  ves- 
sel, sent  her  to  B.*s  yard  to  be  re- 
paired. B.  agreed  to  find  timber  for 
the  repairs,  and  materials  were  ac- 
cordingly supplied  by  B.  and  other 
persons  to  the  amount  of  200/.  The 
vessel  was  repaired  in  B,^s  yard  with 
the  above  materials,  but  no  work  was 
done  upon  her  by  either  B.  or  the 
other  creditors.  On  the  vessel  being 
advertized  for  sal?*,  B.  and  the  other 
persons  insisted  that  she  should  not 
be  removed  until  they  were  paid.  A.*s 
agent  assented,   and  said  that  tliejr 


8M  UNDERTAKING. 

•hould  be  paid  ont  of  the  parchne< 
money,  and  ligned  an  authority  to  the 
auetioDcer  to  that  effect.  The  uJe 
then  proceeded,  and  the  vetMl  was 
knocked  down  to  C.  for  300/.  Im- 
mediately after  the  lale,  B.  and  the 
other  creditors  applied  to  C.  for  pay- 
ment, ind  he  promised  that  he  would, 
on  the  following  Thunday,  bring  the 
porchaae-money /or  (Ae  auctioneer  to 
pay  the  crediiorM  with.  C,  did  not  do 
so: — Held,  that  the  agreement  for 
payment  of  the  repairs  out  of  the 
pnrchaae-money,  of  which  C.  was 
togniaant,  and  had  assented  to,  pre- 
cluded him  from  mainuining  trover 
until  such  payment  was  made,  Nor- 
» it  V.  WiUiamt,  848 


UNDERTAKING. 

1.  At  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  of  a 
bankrupt  for  the  choice  of  assignees, 
the  creditors  all  refused  to  become 
assignees,  and  requested  ^1.  B.,  a 
stranger  to  the  estate,  to  become  as- 
signee. /I.  B.  stated  that  he  would 
incur  no  liabilities;  but,  on  the  en- 
gagement of  the  solicitor  to  the  com- 
mission to  indemtiify  him  against  the 
consequences,  A.  B.  consented  to  be- 
come assignee : — Held,  that  this  en- 
gagement was  not  illegal.  Gilmouf 
y-King,  613 

2.  The  solicitor  of  the  London  cre- 
ditors of  a  bankrupt  in  the  country 
wrote  to  B.,  the  solicitor  of  the  coun- 
try rreditors  of  the  same  bankrupt, 
the  following  letter:  "  I  am  willing, 
on  behalf  of  the  ZoRiJoii  creditors,  to 
bear  two-thirds  of  the  expense  of 
Messrs,  B.  and  B.,  or  such  barrister 
as  you  may  think  fit  for  resisting  Mr. 
K.'a  proof  under  the  commission,  and 
of  investigating  the  accounts  of  the 
assignees  at  the  meeting  on  the  18th 
instant.  /  hereby  undertake  lobear  and 
pay  on  behalf  of  Ihcte  credilort  (wo 
l/iirdi  of  the  expentet  incident  thereto 
accordingly."     And  the  meeting  bo- 


WILL. 

ing  afterwards  adjourned,  A.  wrote  to 
B.  another  letter,  in  which  he  said, 
"  I  shall  have  do  objection  to  bt»f  as 
before  the  proportion  of  eapetKC  of 
the  barrister  attending  the  meMJng 
auted  in  your  letter  :"—^eU,  that 
A.  was  personally  liable  for  the  pro- 
poriion  of  the  expenses.  Hall  v. 
Aehurtt,  y  j  ^ 

VARIANCE. 

In  sn  action  for  libel,  the  libel  as  it 
was  set  out  on  the  record  imputed  to 
the  plaintiff  "  mismanagement  or  ig- 
norance." The  evidence  was,  that 
the  expression  in  the  libel  (which  had 
been  destroyed)  was  "  ignorance,  or 
iiMitteation."— ^eW,  a  fatal  variance. 
Broott  V.  Blamhard,  779 

VENUE. 
Changing. 

1.  A  motion  to  change  the  venue 
on  special  grounds  ought  to  be  made 

after  plea  pleaded ColleriU  v.  Z)iz- 

<™.  661 

2.  The  venue  may  be  changed  in  an 
action  upon  a  written  agreement  to 
pay  a  sum  of  money  on  a  day  certain, 
and  if  not  then  paid  to  secure  the 
same  by  mortgage.      Slade  \.  Trtw, 

SU 
WAIVER. 
Where  a  copy  of  a  rule  served  was 
not  intitled  in  any  cause,  the  party'a 
appearing  by  counsel  to  take  the  ob- 
jection does  not  operate  as  a  waiver 
of  the  irregularity.  Wood  v.  Critck- 
>W,  72 

WILL. 
I.  Execution  of. 
See  PowEK  OP  Appointment. 
1.   A  will  of  lands,  subscribed  by 
three  witnesses  in  the  testator's  pre- 
sence and  at  his  request,  is  well  exe- 
cuted, though  none  of  the  wiuiesses 
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afiw  the  testator  sign  it,  and  only  two 
of  them  saw  bis  signature.  Johnson 
Y.  Johnson,  140 

2.  A  codicil  was  duly  executed 
and  attested,  and  expressly  referred 
to  an  iMiexecuted  wUl  on  the  same 
paper:— r/fe/tf,  that  such  execution 
gave  effect  to  the  will,  and  that  it 
thereby  became  a  good  will  of  lands. 
Doe  d.   Williams  ▼.  Evans,  42 

II.  Revocation  of. 

Testator,  seised  of  a  reversion  ex- 
pectant on  a  term  of  years  created  as 
a  mortage  for  1200/.,  devised    the 
same,  and  afterwards  agreed  with  A. 
B.f  that  A.  B.  should  pay  off  the  old 
mortgage,  and  take  an  assignment  of 
the   term  to   secure   that   sum,  and 
1 800/  more  to  be  lent  to  the  testator. 
The    1200/.  was  to  be  paid  off  im- 
mediately ;  and,  until  the  1 800/.  was 
procured,  the  term  was  to  be  assigned 
to  a  trustee  for  the  testator.     In  pur- 
suance of  this  agreement  the   1 200/. 
was  paid  off,  and  the  term  was  as- 
signed to  E.  F,  in  trust  for  the  testa- 
tor, his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  be 
held,  assigned,  and  disposed  of,  as  he 
or    they  should    direct  or  appoint. 
Shortly  afterwards  the  term  was  as- 
signed by  E.  F.,  by  the  direction  of 
the  testator,  to  A.  B.,  to  secure  the 
SOOOL: — Held,  that  t)ie  will  was  not 
revoked.     Johnson  v.  Johnson,    140. 

WITNESS. 

See  Attachment. 
Evidence. 

1.  An  action  will  lie  against  a  wit- 
ness for  non-attendance  in  pursuance 
of  a  subpoena,  although  the  plaintiff 
was  not  nonsuited,  but  withdrew  his 
record  in  consequence  of  the  absence 
of  the  witness.    Mullett  v.  Hunt,  752 

2.  In  a  declaration  in  case  for  not 
attending  as  a  witness  in  pursuance  of 
a  subpoena,  there  was  no  distinct  alle- 
gation of  a  good  cause  of  action  in 
the  original  suit ;  but  it  was  stated 


that  the  defendant  could  have  given 
material  evidence  for  the  plaintiff^  and 
that  without  his  evidence  the  plaintiff 
could  not  safety  proceed  to  trial,  and 
that  by  reason  of  his  non-attendance, 
and  because  the  plaintiff  could  not 
safely  proceed  to  trial  without  his  tes- 
timony, he  was  forced  and  obliged  to, 
and  did  withdraw  the  Nisi  Prius  re- 
cord.— Held  sufficient  after  verdict. 

Ibid. 

3.  The  same  declaration  alleged, 
that  the  subpoena  was  made  known, 
and  shewn  to  the  defendant.  The  evi- 
dence was,  that  the  subpoena  was 
made  known,  and  conduct  money  was 
taken  by  the  witness,  but  the  original 
subpoena  was  not  shewn : — Held,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  such  action  that  the  original  sub- 
poena should  be  shewn,  (unless,  per- 
haps, where  the  party  demanded  to 
see  it),  and  that  the  part  of  the  alle- 
gation as  to  shewing  the  subpoena 
might  be  rejected.  Ibid, 

4.  A  witness  who  was  subpoenaed 
by  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation,  and  could  have  given 
evidence  as  to  the  use  and  occupation, 
and  could  also  have  rebutted  a  set-off 
which  was  expected  to  be  insisted  on 
as  a  defence,  did  not  appear  in  pur  • 
suance  of  his  subpoena.  There  was 
another  witness  as  to  the  use  and  oc- 
cupation. When  the  cause  was  call- 
ed on,  the  counsel  on  both  sides  were 
absent.  The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff 
proved  that  he  could  have  handed 
over  the  draft  brief  to  other  counsel 
who  were  in  attendance,  and  that  he 
withdrew  the  record  solely  on  account 
of  the  absence  of  the  witness  who 
did  not  appear  : — Held,  that  the  wit- 
ness was  liable  in  an  action  for  not 
appearing  in  pursuance  to  his  subpoena. 

Ibid, 
5.    It  is  a  question  for  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Master,  in  each  particular 
case,  whether  the  expenses  of   wit* 
nesscs  brought  from  abroad  should  be 
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900     WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 

allowed  on  taxation.    The  act  of  1 
Will,  4,  c.  22,  for  the  exaiDinaiion  of 
wiinesses  ou  interrogalories,  has  made 
no  alteration  iti  this  respect.   M^AU 
pine  V.  FaUsf  795 

WRIT  OF  iJUMMONS. 
See  Action,  Commencement  of. 
1.  If  the  notice  of  declaration  be 


WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 

for  a  diflereot  caase  of  action  from 
that  stated  in  the  writ  of  iummons,  it 
is  irregular.      King   ▼.    Skfffington, 

$es 

2.  In  assumpsii  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons must  follow  the  form  No.  1,  io 
the  schedule  to  tlie  H  Will.  4,  c  59. 
If  it  do  not,  it  is  irregular.  Ilnd, 
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